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The Baby Boomer, Generation X, and Millennial generations comprise the majority of the 
current United States workforce. Because of the predominance of these three cohorts, there is a 
substantial body of research that addresses their generational differences. Recent studies 
advocate a need to reconsider generational [age-based] cohort a priori assumptions and build a 
stronger theoretical foundation to support the generational differences phenomenon. This study 
examines generational differences through the lens of a conceptual framework that consists of 
Generation, Person-Organization fit, and Organizational Commitment theoretical constructs. A 
cross-sectional, stratified sample of United States employees (N = 360) was collected in order to 
examine generational differences. Employee tenure served as a moderating variable. The 
findings indicate a significant, positive relationship between Person-Organization fit and 
Organizational Commitment within each of the three generational cohorts. The findings also 
show that higher tenure increased the strength of the Person-Organization fit – Organizational 
Commitment relationship for the Generation X and Millennial cohorts. However, Baby Boomer 
higher tenure did not increase the strength of that relationship. Finally, this study found values 
congruence perception homogeneity among the three generational cohorts. The findings support 
a growing trend in the literature to revisit assumed age-based generational cohort differences in 
the workforce. The findings also indicate that future generations research can benefit from 
balancing age-based cohort inferences with increased consideration for additional variables (e.g. 
gender, career stage, life stage, job status). Finally, the findings provide additional support of 
scholars who have called for a greater reliance on the theoretical underpinnings that support the 
generational differences phenomenon. 
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1 CHAPTER 1—INTRODUCTION 
 During the past century, scholars have increasingly categorized the workforce population 
into 10 to 15 birth-year ranges commonly referred to throughout the literature as generational 
cohorts. In many instances, the result of examining these groups led researchers, consultants, and 
media organizations to make generalized claims about observed behavioral differences among 
the generational cohorts in the workforce. A growing number of scholars have argued these 
weakly supported claims indicate a trend that warrants investigation in order to strengthen the 
workforce generational research literature (Lyons & Schweitzer, 2017; Campbell, Twenge, & 
Campbell, 2017; Martin & Ottermann, 2015; Hoole & Bonnema, 2015; Lyons & Kuron, 2014; 
Joshi, Dencker, & Martocchio 2010, Joshi, Dencker, & Franz, 2011; Parry & Urwin, 2011, 
2017).  
A consistent theme among these researchers is a call for a departure from unsubstiantiated 
generalizations about the values perceptions attributed to the workforce generational cohorts and 
a return to research based on time-tested theoretical frameworks. This study responds to that call 
with an examination of the moderating effect of tenure on employee perception of values 
congruence with, and commitment to, the organization regardless of generational cohort 
membership. In other words, this study seeks to identify the extent to which employee values 
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congruence perception changes during the course of tenure and the degree to which that trend 
changes uniformly among employees from three generational cohorts.  
Context of the Study 
The literature indicates there are clear differences among the generational cohorts in the 
workplace (Parry & Urwin, 2017). And while Parry and Urwin (2017) and other scholars (e.g. 
Campbell et al., 2017; Lyons, Urick, Kuron, & Schweitzer, 2015; Lyons & Kuron, 2014) 
acknowledged that those generational differences exist, they also recognize an overreliance on a 
priori assumptions based on generational cohort date ranges and other demographic variables. 
Lyons et al. (2015) succinctly described this problem: 
The relative ease of cutting existing cross-sectional data by age and calling it a generation 
study has tempted researchers to hop on the bandwagon, resulting in a large number of 
empirical studies with nearly identical literature reviews that over-rely on popular press 
and opinion-based literature. There has been a lamentable tendency toward blind 
empiricism with little or no connection to theory. (p. 346) 
While the current study joins these scholars in acknowledging the existence of generational 
differences in the workforce, it also addresses their call for a need to reexamine generational 
differences based soley on age-based cohorts. Towards that end, the following paragraphs frame 
the context for the reconsideration of generational differences in the workforce with a specific 
focus on three topics: first, the increasingly diverse United States workforce; second, an 
assessment of the theoretical shortcomings in generational research; and finally, the pervasive 
use of generational stereotypes found in the literature. These three topics support the intent of 
this study’s examination of the moderating effect of tenure on United States workforce employee 
values congruence perceptions with, and commitment to, their organization regardless of 
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generational cohort membership. Additionally, review of these three topics establishes the scope 
of this research and introduces its intended contribution to strengthen the generational 
differences literature through less reliance on generational a priori assumptions and greater 
reliance on empirical research. 
United States Workforce 
The United States workforce is comprised of over 163 million people which represents 
approximately half of the total United States population (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2018). The 
age range among employees found in many United States workplaces has become increasingly 
broad, spanning up to fifty years from the oldest to the youngest (Lyons & Schweitzer, 2017). 
The potential for a multi-decade span of employees means that an organization can have up to 
five cohort-based generations represented within its workforce (Howe & Strauss, 2007). In 
addition to the age-based generational differences, workforce diversity is steadily evolving in 
terms of gender, race, and ethnicity. For example, each year since 1940, the number of women in 
the workforce has increased and as of the year 2018, the ratio of women to men had reached near 
equilibrium (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2018). Additionally, Cohn and Caumont (2016) 
examined workforce race and ethnicity trends and found that in the year 1965 the workforce 
population was over 80% Caucasians and all other ethnicities (e.g. African-, Hispanic-, and 
Asian-American) combined accounted for less than 20%. The authors noted that as of the year 
2015, there had been a consistent trend toward a more racially and ethnically diverse workforce 
(Cohn & Caumont, 2016). Based on over 50 years of trend data, Cohn and Caumont (2016) 
projected that by the year 2065 Caucasians will account for less than 50% of the workforce and 
all other ethnicities will share the balance. Given the evolving generational diversity of 
workforce demographics, grouping employees into age-based cohorts presents challenges to 
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research validity, particularly when examining employee values congruence perceptions and 
organizational commitment (Campbell et al., 2017; Lyons et al., 2015).  
Theoretical Fracture  
A number of scholars (e.g., Campbell et al., 2017; Parry & Urwin, 2017; Lyons & Kuron, 
2014) have identified a notable weakness in the workforce generational research literature. 
Lyons and Kuron (2014) argued the theoretical underpinnings for this field of research is 
“fractured, contradictory, and fraught with methodological inconsistencies that make 
generalizations difficult” (p. S139). The authors revisited the seminal generational research of 
German sociologist Karl Mannheim to point out that his foundational research on generations 
has been misconstrued and oversimplified with undo emphasis on the age-based categorization 
of generational cohorts (as cited in Lyons & Kuron, 2014). They further argued that Mannheim 
explained how social forces lead to formative experiences that can cross specified age-based 
generational cohort lines leading to what Mannheim described as “generation units” (Lyons & 
Kuron, 2014; Mannheim, 1952, p. S150). Additionally, generational cohorts may or may not 
have values alignment consistent with their age-based delineations (Campbell et al., 2017). 
Campbell et al. (2015; 2017) conducted a longitudinal study to assess employee attitude and 
work values over time and concluded that the study of the generations in the workplace may be 
better observed as “fuzzy constructs” built upon psychological and cultural models where 
“cultural, persuasion, personality, and social contagion” are more relevant demographic 
dimensions than broadly generalized age-based generational cohort inferences. Further, Parry 
and Urwin (2017) argued that many researchers question the validity of employee psychological 
differences based simply on chronological date of birth. They pointed to a common practice in 
the literature where researchers identify age-based generational cohorts and made inferences 
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about those groupings without controlling for a numerous additional variables such as gender, 
ethnicity, race, location, religion, and sexual orientation (Parry & Urwin, 2017).   
Generational Stereotyping 
Consistent with the assertions of Parry and Irwin (2017) a further indication of the 
theoretical challenges in the literature can be found in the growing acceptance of generational 
stereotypes. Generational research has trended toward categorizing individuals into age-based 
generational cohorts with an anemic regard for theoretical foundation and a lack of consideration 
for control of variables other than age. These phenomena have led both researchers and 
consulting firms to make broad generalizations about workforce generational cohorts that are 
relied on by practitioners hoping to better understand and manage their increasingly diverse 
workforces (Lyons & Schweitzer, 2017; Lyons & Kuron, 2014). Moreover, these broad 
generalizations have evolved into generational cohort stereotypes that are being increasingly 
questioned in the literature (Crumpacker & Crumpacker, 2007; White, 2011; Costanza & 
Finkelstein, 2015; Eschleman, King, Mast , Ornellas , & Hunter, 2017). Eschleman et al. (2017) 
defined stereotypes as “beliefs in which a social group is described by [its] common traits” (p. 
202). The activation of a stereotype occurs when explicit referencing (e.g. reference to 
generational cohort, gender, race, or ethnicity) or implicit referencing (e.g. subtle presentation of 
a phrase or image) are used in reference to an individual or group based on a demographic 
characteristic (Eschleman et al. 2017). Further, Costanza and Finkelstein (2015) found that 
organizations activate generational stereotypes when they perpetuate generational cohort 
stereotypical descriptions and terms that are abundantly used in academia, media, and consulting 
(Costanza & Finkelstein, 2015; Eschleman et al., 2017). Eschleman et al. (2017) posited that 
stereotype activation is being increasingly challenged due to its lack of supporting theoretical 
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connection, empirical evidence, and inconsistent findings. Figure 1 illustrates an example of the 
explicit and implicit stereotype activation found in academia, media, and consulting communities 
(Bursch & Kelly, 2014). This well-meaning example was used in presentations by an Associate 
Vice President, Washington State University and an Associate Dean, Harvard University. The 
generational descriptors shown in the presentation are indicative of the stereotypical terms 
widely relied on to define and describe the generations represented in the United States 
workforce (Eschleman et al., 2017; Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2018). 
 
             Figure 1. Example of Stereotype Activation Used in an Academic Environment 
Reliance on these types of stereotypical categorizations is increasingly scrutinized in the 
literature (Eschleman et al., 2017). Roberson (2006) and Rosenberg, Wooten, McDonald, and 
Burton (2010) offered examples of this scrutiny by highlighting that all generations have those 
who are disciplined, experimenters, innovators, and optimists; and additionally, that most 
generations in today’s workforce have been exposed to personal computers, mobile phones, the 
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9/11 attacks, and social media – regardless of their generational cohort. Further, while the use of 
stereotypical explicit value descriptors such as loyal or hardworking used to describe a 
generational cohort seems well-meaning, they may also result in implicit stereotype activators 
such as disloyal or lazy for the generational cohorts not being described as loyal or hardworking 
(Eschleman et al., 2017).  
Problem Statement 
As previously stated, the literature indicates there are differences among the generational 
cohorts in the workforce (Parry & Urwin, 2017). This study acknowledges the exsistence of 
those differences, but also recognizes that a growing number of scholars have highlighted the 
need for a better understanding of these generational differences among those in the workforce 
and a deeper theoretical connection that strengthens the understanding of those differences (Parry 
& Urwin, 2017; Campbell et al., 2017). Parry and Urwin (2017) succinctly framed this need in 
their recent generational research findings stating, “the theoretical foundation for generational 
research has some validity, but the existence of generational differences has not been validly 
tested” (p. 140). To support their argument the authors searched the literature for evidence of 
empirically sound generational differences and concluded that many researchers have used 
flawed methodology (Parry & Urwin, 2017). Consequently, Parry and Urwin (2017) suggested 
an approach for future research methodology where cohort differences are investigated with 
more thoughtful consideration of employee values-based perceptions about career/training 
development, rewards/recognition, work/life balance, and organization management style and 
with less reliance on assumed generational cohort characterizations and age-based stereotypes 
such as those shown in Figure 1 above. 
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Similarly, Campbell et al. (2017) examined whether the idea of age-based generational 
cohorts is a useful construct for determining social boundaries between groups of people simply 
based on common range of birth years. Their analysis spanned the years, 1976 to 2014 
(Campbell et al., 2017). The authors used time-lag methodology and found that “generational 
membership, especially near purported cut-offs, is a crude marker of work attitudes and 
values”(p, 136). In summarizing their research Campbell et al. (2017) stated, “it is important for 
organizations to consider more than simple [birth year] generational membership when trying to 
understand workers” (p. 137).  
To iterate, there is evidence that supports the idea of differences among individuals of all 
ages who populate the various generations. However, there are widely accepted inferences 
applied to the named generational cohorts within the workforce that lack sufficient theoretical 
foundation and consideration for values congruence perceptions as well as organizational 
commitment differences between the workforce generational cohorts, particularly during the 
course of employment tenure. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this research is to investigate workforce generational differences with a 
goal to contribute to the theoretical connections that support the generational differences 
phenomenon. Toward that end, this study will examine the relationship between employee values 
congruence perceptions with and commitment to an organization. More specifically, the values 
congruence perceptions with and the extent of commitment to the organizations of the three 
largest generational cohorts in today’s workforce – Baby Boomers, Generation X, and 
Millennials will be examined to determine if there are similar values perceptions and levels of 
organizational commitment among these generational cohorts. Moreover, the study will 
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investigate how these perceptions and commitment might be correlated and change over time as 
tenure increases.  
Definition of Terms 
 A number of terms used in this study may have broad meanings in their use throughout 
the literature. Therefore, the definition of terms in Table 1 provides clarity of their usage for this 
study.  
Table 1.  




fit and Values Congruence 
perception) 
Used extensively in the Person-Organization fit literature to 
describe an individual’s sense of values congruence between 
their personal values and norms and those of their organization 
(Caplan, 1987; O’Reilly, Chatman, & Caldwell, 1991; Kristof-
Brown, Jansen, & Colbert, 2002; Cable & Judge, 1996; 
Kristof, 1996; Kristof-Brown, Zimmerman, & Johnson, 2005; 
Werbel & Gilliland, 1999).  
Generation 
 
Based on the seminal work of Mannheim (1952) and is used to 
recognize groups of individuals who are born within a 
common timeframe and are influenced by common locations, 




Cohort date ranges are widely interpreted in the literature. For 
this research, the cohort ranges used are predominately 
supported in the literature and are defined as: Baby Boomers 





As will be described in this study, scholars and media have 
differing views on the date ranges of generational cohorts. 
Given those variations, individuals that fall within the disputed 
chronological “edges” of the cohort date ranges may identify 
with either the prior or subsequent generational cohort. 
Additionally, the generational identity literature shows that a 
person’s sense of association with their age-based cohort may 
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be influenced by organizational incumbency over the course of 
their tenure (Campbell et al., 2017; Joshi et al., 2010). 
Organization 
 
Includes profit, nonprofit, academic, and government 
organizations within the United States and is based on an 
extensive body of organizational research found in the 
literature (Weick, 1995; March & Simon, 1958; Yu, 2014; 
Posner & Schmidt, 1993; Rhoades, Eisenberger, & Armeli, 




Described in the literature as a psychological state of mind that 
indicates an individual’s willingness to be a positive 
contributor to organizational activities and goals. It if further 
defined by three components: 
Affective – Emotional attachment to, identification with, and 
involvement in the organization. 
Continuance – Awareness of the costs associated with leaving 
the organization. 
Normative – Sense of obligation to continue employment with 
the organization.  
 (Steers, 1977; Mowday et al., 1979; McGee & Ford, 1987; 




As defined by Dahl, (2006) with the use of three components: 
Environmental – committing to responsible and efficient 
stewardship of resources; 
Social – incorporating organizational equality, cultural 
diversity, and inclusion; 
Governance – self-regulating to ensure consistent adherence to 




Defined as having three components: 
Extrinsic Value – Consequence of work (e.g. one’s sense of 
job security and appreciation of pay and compensation)  
Intrinsic Value – Process of work (e.g. an individual’s sense of 
intellectual simulation and appreciation of the challenges 
associated with work tasks)  
Altruistic Values – Contribution to society (e.g. one’s 
perception that the work being performed within an 
organization makes a beneficial contribution to society) 







Defined as an oversimplification, sometimes prejudiced 
opinion or attitude that can be implicitly or explicitly and 
consciously or unconsciously communicated. Activation of a 
stereotype occurs when reference is made to relevant situations 
or features of an individual or group characteristic (Eschleman 




The length of time an individual has been a member of an 
organization and for the purpose of this research, tenure is 
used as a moderating variable to measure the strength of the 
relationship between perceived Person-Organization fit and 
Organizational Commitment (Mathieu & Zajac, 1990; Kyndt, 




A group of individuals in an organizational workplace or work 
environment in the United States (Martin & Ottermann, 2015; 





An organizational location in the United States where a 




 The conceptual framework for this research is illustrated in Figure 2. The framework 
includes reference to three theories that have extensive support in the literature and are directly 
applicable to this study. Generations Theory is the underlying foundation of generational 
differences research (Mannheim, 1952). Person-Organization fit (P-O fit) Theory was selected 
from among the values congruence literature because of its application to multi-generational 
workforce values congruence perceptions research and its extensive use as an independent 
variable in Organizational Commitment research (Ng & Burke, 2005; Morley, 2007). 
Organizational Commitment (OC) Theory was selected because of its extensive use as an 
outcome in research seeking to explain workforce commitment to an organization (Meyer & 
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Allen, 1991; Oyinlade, 2018). Together, P-O fit and OC have been linked in the literature for 
decades (Blanco dos Santos & Russi De Domenico, 2015). In their P-O fit bibliometric study and 
research agenda article, Blanco dos Santos and Russi De Domenico (2015) collected 120 
empirical studies of P-O fit and found that 85% were cross-sectional, 62% included employees 
from multiple generations and organizations, and most notably, OC was one of the most studied 
outcomes at 27%.   
The Figure 2 conceptual framework has three layers. The central focus of this research is 
the three generations that constitute the majority of the United States workforce. 
 
        Figure 2. Conceptual Framework 
 
Therefore, as indicated in the Figure 2 illustration, the Theory of Generations is depicted in an 
inclusive rectangle and is the foundational, first layer of this conceptual blueprint. The second 
layer of the conceptual blueprint is indicated by dashed-line rectangles, one for P-O fit Theory 
(e.g. linkage to workforce values congruence perceptions) and one for OC Theory (e.g. linkage 
to workforce commitment to the organization). The relationship between these two theories, as 
they are applied to the workforce generations, will be examined in light of the final third layer 
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shown as a dotted-line rectangle on the blueprint, Tenure. More specifically, the tenure of the 
employees in each of the three generational cohorts in the United States workforce will be 
examined to better understand variations in the strength of the P-O fit – OC relationship. 
This conceptual framework blueprint, and the associated foundation of seminal, empirical 
research comprise a unique architectural structure that supports the intended purpose of this 
research to improve theoretical connection and better substantiate empirical evidence of the 
generational differences in the workforce. In the following paragraphs, the three conceptual 
framework theories and the intended moderating influence of tenure are introduced in light of 
their connection to this research. 
Generations 
Generations research is based largely on a theoretical framework established by noted 
German sociologist, Karl Mannheim (1893-1947). Mannheim’s 1923 essay, “The Problem of 
Generations” provided a foundation for generations theory that has been used by a multitude of 
scholars to study societal generations and generational cohorts in the post-industrial revolution 
workforce (Pilcher, 1994).   
In Chapter 2, the literature review uses Mannheim’s theory of generations in light of the 
three popularly defined generational cohorts that constitute the preponderance of the United 
States workforce. Understanding values congruence perceptions and organizational commitment 
trends among those generational cohorts over the course of their organizational tenure has 
significant importance for researchers and practitioners that study and manage the workforce. To 
ensure this understanding is supported by empirical research it is essential for the examination of 
generational differences to be conducted through the lenses of this foundational theory.  
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Organizational Commitment  
 Individuals in an organization exhibit behaviors that first, suggest the relative strength of 
their willingness to engage in their work-related activities in a positive and productive manner to 
achieve organizational goals and second, that indicate their desire to continue membership in 
their organizations (Porter, Steers, Mowday, & Boulian, 1974; Steers, 1977; Mowday et al., 
1979; Meyer & Allen, 1984, 1991; McGee & Ford, 1987; Allen & Meyer, 1990; Olyinalade, 
2018). Scholars have extensively studied this phenomenon for decades and it has been defined 
throughout the literature as Organizational Commitment (OC) Theory. Chapter 2 presents a 
review of the OC research conducted by a number of respected OC scholars (Mathieu & Zajac, 
1990; Meyer, Stanley, Herscovitch, & Topolnytsky, 2002). Further, for the planned methodology 
of this study, OC theory will be linked to Mannheim’s generations theory by examination of 
changes in OC for the three generational cohorts over the course of their tenure with an 
organization. 
Person-Organization Fit  
Assimilation into a work environment is partly attributed to an employee’s perception of 
congruence between their personal values and those of their organization (Blanco dos Santos & 
Russi De Domenico, 2015). Therefore, the theoretical framework used in this research links 
individuals from the three studied generational cohorts to their organization through an 
examination of their respective values congruence perceptions. An individual’s perception of 
values congruence is extensively documented in the literature as P-O fit Theory (Kristof, 1996; 
Blanco dos Santos & Russi De Domenico, 2015). P-O fit is a sub-construct of the broader 
Person-Environment fit (P-E fit) theoretical framework (Kristof, 1996). P-E fit addresses an 
individual’s compatibility perception of the broader work environment (Kristof, 1996). Notably, 
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P-E fit theory has been widely researched and expanded upon by scholars since the 1960s and its 
conceptualizations are generalizable among the professional fields of psychologist, managers, 
and practitioners (Kristof-Brown, et al., 2005; Jansen & Kristof-Brown, 2006; Morley, 2007). 
Along with the underlying Generations Theory, P-O fit and OC are two central components in 
this study’s conceptual framework and will be used in the Chapter 3 research model for 
hypothesis testing. 
Tenure 
As discussed in the purpose statement for this study, the moderating influence of 
employee tenure within an organization on the P-O fit – OC relationship will be examined within 
and among the three generational cohorts that constitute the preponderance of the United States 
workforce. The inclusion of tenure in this framework is supported by a number of recent studies 
(Lyons & Schweitzer, 2017; Rudolph & Zacher, 2017; Joshi et al., 2011). Lyons and Schweitzer 
(2017) found that groups of people with collective generational memories develop likenesses 
among their values and norms that may or may not align to those of their respective generational 
cohort. The authors further described the collective generational memories phenomenon as a 
tenure-based generational identity that is more closely aligned to the theory of generations 
foundation set forth by Mannheim (Lyons & Schweitzer, 2017). Rudolph and Zacher (2017) 
added further support for the inclusion of tenure in any study of the relationship between P-O fit 
and OC among the generations. They argued that age, period, and generational cohort variables 
must be considered in light of life events where the values of organizationally-based groups of 
employees may evolve and cross generational cohort lines (Rudolph & Zacher, 2017). Finally, 
Joshi et al. (2011) contended that in addition to age, cohort, and life experiences, successive 
entry into an organization can influence employee attitudes. Joshi et al. (2011) stated, 
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“membership in a tenure-based cohort [within a workplace] can serve as a basis for generational 
identification” that crosses traditional generational cohort age-based delineations (p. 185). In 
other words, Lyons and Schweitzer (2017), Rudolph and Zacher (2017), and Joshi et al. (2011) 
found a generationally diverse group of people with similar organizational tenure may develop a 
non-age based generational identity that clouds the stereotypical generational cohort descriptors 
that might otherwise be assigned to the individuals within that group based on year of birth. 
Teclaw, Osatuke, Fishman, Moore, and Dyrenforth (2014) is a final example of tenure’s 
influence among multiple generations in the workplace. Their longitudinal study of Veterans 
Health Administration employees found certain demographic variables to be weakly related to 
employee attitudes, however, tenure was found to have significant correlation to employee 
attitudes (Teclaw et al., 2014). The authors suggested their evidence showed that when 
controlling for tenure, generational differences may not be as prevalent as indicated in the 
literature (Teclaw et al., 2014). Given the lack of agreement on the degree to which the 
relationship between a generational cohort’s values congruence perceptions and its commitment 
to the organization changes over time, there is an obvious need to include tenure in any study of 
that relationship (Teclaw et al., 2014). 
In this study tenure is posited as a moderator of the P-O fit – OC relationship within and 
between the multiple generational cohorts in the United States workforce and will be examined 
to measure its moderating strength. This treatment of the Generations, P-O fit, and OC 
theoretical constructs where tenure will serve as a moderator is intended to afford examination of 
questions pertaining to the generational differences among the three generational cohorts that 




Consistent with the findings of Parry and Irwin (2017) and Campbell et al. (2017) 
researchers have an opportunity to add validity to the body of workforce generational research 
literature that, to some extent, has over relied on a priori assumptions. This study extends a 
theoretical connection across the Generation, Organizational Commitment, and Person-
Organization fit literatures with the use of a conceptual framework to answer four questions 
about the three predominant generations in the current United States workforce:  
1. Is the relationship between P-O fit perception and Organizational Commitment the same 
within each of the three generational cohorts? 
2. Is the relationship between P-O fit perception and Organizational Commitment the same 
for all three generational cohorts combined? 
3. Does the strength of the P-O fit perception – Organizational Commitment relationship 
within each of the three generational cohorts change uniformly as organizational tenure 
increases? 
4. Does the strength of the P-O fit perception – Organizational Commitment relationship of 
all three generational cohorts combined change uniformly as organizational tenure 
increases? 
    To evaluate these questions, the Generations, P-O fit, and OC literature will be reviewed 
to understand how they have been applied in workforce generational research. Specific emphasis 
will be placed on the values congruence and organizational commitment behaviors of three 
workforce generations as each cohorts’ organizational tenure increases. 
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Contributions to the Body of Knowledge  
As recognized in this introduction, scholars and practitioners acknowledge the existence 
of generational differences. However, much of the previous findings are based on empirically 
weak generational cohort stereotypes that have been perpetuated throughout academia and the 
media. This study provides scholars and practitioners an alternative to those generalizations 
through the application of a theoretically grounded examination of workforce generational cohort 
differences. Additionally, this study builds upon the findings of recent workforce research that 
explored P-O fit and OC generational differences. Finally, this study will contribute to the 
understanding of the moderating effect of organizational tenure on the P-O fit – OC relationship 
(Lyons et al., 2015; White, 2011; Lyons & Schweitzer, 2017; Lyons et al., 2014; Parry & Urwin, 
2011; Crumpacker & Crumpacker, 2007; Joshi, et al., 2011). 
Organization of the Dissertation  
Chapter 1 presented an introduction for this research topic. After describing the context, 
the problem statement, the purpose, the definition of terms, and the conceptual framework, four 
research questions were posed. Finally, the anticipated contribution to the body of generational 
differences literature was presented.   
In chapter 2, the pertinent literature is reviewed. The chapter first addresses generation 
research and the influence of a priori assumptions about generational cohorts made by both 
practitioners and scholars. Next, Organization Commitment and Person-Organization fit 
literature are further reviewed. Chapter 2 closes with the presentation of the hypotheses to be 
tested.    
Chapter 3 presents the research design and methodology used for investigating the P-O fit 
– OC relationship when applied to the three studied generational cohorts that constitute the 
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preponderance of the United States workforce during the course of their tenure. Chapter 3 also 
includes a research model base on the conceptual framework presented in Figure 2. The research 
model is used to test the P-O fit – OC relationship for each of the three generational cohorts 
while using tenure as a moderator. The methodology for testing the hypotheses is presented and 
will focus on the survey instrument (see Appendix A) that was applied to each of the three 
generational cohorts. Chapter 4 presents the data analyses and includes tests for correlation, 
multiple regression, analysis of variance and equality of means (see Appendices B through D for 









2 CHAPTER 2—LITERATURE REVIEW 
The Baby Boomer, Generation X, and Millennial generations constitute over ninety 
percent of the United States workforce (Dimock, 2019). In recent decades, scholars, along with 
consulting firms and media outlets, have increasingly focused on the differences among these 
generations, often using stereotypes that may not be adequately supported by empirical research 
(Costanza & Finkelstein, 2015, 2017; Costanza, Darrow, Yost, & Severt, 2017). In keeping with 
the purpose of this study, this review will examine the extant literature relevant to the 
components of the Figure 2 conceptual framework. First, a review of generation literature is 
presented to establish the foundation for the subject matter to be studied, namely, the three 
workforce generational cohorts. Second, the OC and P-O fit literature is reviewed with emphasis 
on research conducted in workplace settings where values-type variables were used with OC as 
an outcome. Finally, nine hypotheses are presented as a precursor to the methodology chapter. 
Generations  
Recent research supports extending the current workforce generations research body of 
knowledge with an emphasis on strengthening theoretical linkages between generational 
differences and workforce generational cohort attitudinal behaviors such as values congruence 
perceptions and degree of commitment to the organization over time. To address this noted gap 
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in the workforce generational differences literature, the underlying blueprint layer (e.g. 
Generation Theory) shown in the Figure 2 conceptual framework for this study is first reviewed. 
A number of examples in the extant literature indicate the need for further research to 
strengthen the theoretical linkage that supports an understanding generational differences. First, 
Lyons and Schweitzer (2017) identified substantial theoretical limitations in their workforce 
generations research. Their (Lyons & Schweitzer, 2017) study sought answers to questions about 
employee generational identity. Namely, do employees identify with a particular generational 
cohort and if so, is their identity aligned to their respective age-based generational cohort; and, if 
employees do identify with a particular generational cohort, why? The authors found that 
workers, particularly younger workers, are less likely to identify with their age-aligned 
generational cohort and also are less likely to willingly accept the typical stereotypes associated 
with generational cohort labels (Lyons & Schweitzer, 2017). Based on their findings, Lyon and 
Schweitzer (2017) recommended that researchers should not presume age-based generational 
cohort homogeneity and that future generation research should look beyond arbitrary age-based 
cohorts. Joshi, et al. (2010; 2011) and Costanza et al. (2017) went further by suggesting that 
since generational cohorts are based on shared historical events, a group of individuals in a 
workplace from multiple generations who shared in protracted workplace experiences may 
develop cross-generational values identity that otherwise differentiated them from their 
respective, non-work environment generational cohorts. These studies support the argument that 
reliance on a priori assumptions, that are sometimes stereotypical, about the generational cohorts 
in the workforce is misplaced and that a deeper understanding of the phenomenon based on 
generational cohort comparisons may advance the understanding and nature of the generational 
cohort differences evident in the workforce (Joshi et al., 2010; 2011; Costanza et al., 2017).  
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To further examine how the a priori assumptions found in the generational research 
literature are misplaced and how it pertains to this study, it is necessary to briefly review 
foundational generation literature, generational cohort research, external influences on 
generational research and the role generational cohort stereotyping has played in shaping the 
generations literature. A systematic review of these generational literature topics addresses the 
first layer of the Figure 2 conceptual framework. Subsequently, the OC, P-O fit, and tenure 
literature are reviewed. 
Foundational Generation Literature 
Much of the modern generation research literature cites the seminal work of noted 
German sociologist Karl Mannheim (1893–1947). Mannheim’s essay, “The Problem of 
Generations” is “widely regarded as the most systematic and fully developed treatment of 
generations from a sociological perspective” (as cited in Bengtson, Furlong, & Laufer, 1974, p. 
2). Mannheim (1952) theorized that generations should be considered in light of a “common 
location in historical time” (p. 297) and with acknowledgement of a “distinct consciousness of a 
historical position” (Ibid). More recent generation research literature has sought to focus on 
generational groups defined by a range of birth years with broad generalizations that neglect 
consideration for the shared location, historical time period events, and experiential aspects of 
generations as presented by Mannheim (Joshi et al., 2011; Gilleard, 2004; Pilcher, 1994).  
Pilcher (1994) found that defining generations by birth year groups is not a complete 
departure from Mannheim but it misses the mark in that common historical and social 
experiences are not respecters of categorized generational time periods so prevalently defined 
throughout literature. For example, the literature indicates that many researchers have relied on 
cross-sectional research methodologies where little consideration is given to controlling for an 
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extensive list of variables other than randomly grouped chronological birth year designations 
(Lyons & Kuron, 2014). To this point, Mannheim’s research does not delineate chronological 
birth year timeframes and categorical generation naming schemes. According to Mannheim 
(1952): 
The fact that people are born at the same time, or that their youth, adulthood, and old age 
coincide, does not in itself involve similarity of location; what does create a similar 
location is that they are in a position to experience the same events and data, etc., and 
especially that these experiences impinge upon a similarly ‘stratified’ consciousness. It is 
not difficult to see why mere chronological contemporaneity cannot of itself produce a 
common generation location. (p. 297) 
Mannheim contended that while the people who constitute a generation may live during a 
specified chronological time period, they are also influenced by their station or “lot” in life. 
Mannheim referred to this sociological status as “stratified consciousness” which he further 
described as a person’s mental processing of experiences given their station (e.g. social and 
environment status, and relative wealth) during the course of their life (Mannheim, 1952). 
Nevertheless, as addressed in the introduction, many scholars referenced Mannheim to support 
their specification of named generational cohorts within distinct chronological time periods, 
while assigning broad stereotypical descriptors to each categorized group (Costanza, et al., 2012; 
Costanza & Finkelstein, 2015; Eschleman, et al., 2017).  
Generational Cohorts Disparity 
The literature shows that generations are referred to using chronological beginning and 
end dates with assigned cohort names (e.g. Baby Boomer, Generation X, Millennial, etc.) and 
these categorizations have been used for studies in most academic disciplines (Costanza et al., 
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2017; Brack, 2012). A large amount of the workforce generational research has used this 
chronological dating and naming scheme for decades yet the research findings have been mixed 
(Jones, Murray, & Tapp, 2018; Joshi, et al., 2010; Parry & Urwin, 2011; Lyons & Kuron, 2014). 
The literature shows that chronological beginning and end date categorization and 
naming of generational cohorts that resulted in specific time periods dates back to the 1960s. 
During that decade, Ryder (1965) argued for a departure from Mannheim’s period-based 
definition to successive chronological time periods based on specific age ranges with secondary 
consideration for historical events, location, and distinct consciousness as had been widely 
accepted and attributed to Manheim’s Generation Theory. Ryder (1965) contended each 
successive age-based generational cohort is exposed to new developments in education driven by 
societal advances whereby each group holistically and internally identified based on their cohort 
life experiences. Ryder’s departure from Mannheim is an example of the literature’s shift toward 
the categorization of the generations by chronological beginning and end dated age groups 
consisting of approximately 15–20 years (Ryder, 1965).  
In the decades that followed, scholars increasingly examined the interaction of these age-
based generational cohorts in the workplace (Campbell et al., 2017; Cennamo & Gardner, 2008; 
Costanza et al., 2012; Costanza & Finkelstein, 2015). However, the literature shows the trend 
away from Mannheim’s period-based definition of generations toward Ryder’s age-based 
definition of generations netted a significant amount of research with poorly substantiated 
findings and questionable generalizations that led to prevalent stereotyping of people based on 
age-based generational cohort categorizations initially posited by Ryder (Costanza et al., 2012; 
Zumbrun, 2014).  
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Evidence of the challenges associated with the weakly supported age-based generational 
cohort definition is prevalent. One such example in the literature is generational cohort date 
range disparity. In their meta-analysis of generational differences in worker attitudes, Costanza et 
al. (2012) highlighted the generational cohort start and end date disparity among 20 analyzed 
empirical studies. Figure 3 illustrates Constanza et al.’s (2012) analysis and depicts the start and 
end date inconsistency found among these studies for each of four named generational cohorts.  
 
            Figure 3. Generational Cohorts Disparity 
 
For each of the generational cohorts depicted in Figure 3, the variation in the definition of the 
generational cohort start and end date found in numerous studies can range from two to five 
years. Additionally, the Costanza et al. (2012) meta-analysis examined three common work-
related criteria applied to almost 20,000 employees across multiple generational cohorts. The 
authors (Costanza et al., 2012) found that meaningful work-related differences were more likely 
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to be attributed to variables other than generational cohort and suggested that organizations 
should be cautious about treating groups of people differently based solely on generational 
cohort categorization. Following Costanza et al.’s (2012) recommendation, Lyons et al. (2015) 
examined a substantial body of sociological, identity, and self-categorization research in their 
review of generational differences in the workplace. Lyons et al. (2015), quoting Mannheim, 
agreed that, “for generation to be a useful construct above and beyond age and period, we must 
view it as a gestalt – as a fundamental confluence of biology and history” (p. 349). Lyons et al. 
(2015) was representative of a growing trend away from the chronological beginning and end 
date and naming scheme for generational cohorts and toward Manheim’s original generations 
theory that centered upon a “common location in a historical time” with “distinct consciousness 
of a historical position” (Manheim, 1952).  Parry and Urwin (2017) added to this line of thought 
by suggesting that while there is a significant body of theoretical work applicable to generational 
differences, there is a troubling misapplication of inferences and suggested there has been too 
much emphasis on birth year and too little emphasis on period effects and common experiences. 
Parry and Urwin’s (2017) work also aligned to the Mannheim (1952) argument that generations 
are not monolithic, but instead are groups of people who live during a common period and 
develop a collective consciousness that is adopted by individuals in varying degrees (Parry & 
Irwin, 2017; Lyons et al., 2015). Joshi et al. (2011) also investigated the differences between 
period-based and age-based generational cohort categories and presented a multidisciplinary 
construct for generations research in organizations, proposing a “generational identity” 
conceptual framework. These authors posited that there are three categories of workplace 
generational identity: cohort-based, age-based, and incumbency-based (Joshi et al., 2011). 
Cohort- and age-based identities seem to align with the post-Mannheim generational work of 
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Ryder (1965) and his categorization of the generations into chronological year groupings. The 
Joshi et al. (2011) incumbency-based generational identity however align more closely with 
Mannheim’s generational theory in recognizing that individuals, over time in a given 
organization, may experience inter-group assimilation and develop attitudinal behaviors that may 
be different from their societal generational age-based cohort counterparts (Joshi et al., 2011). 
Although Joshi et al.’s (2011) framework pre-dates Parry and Irwin (2017) and Lyons et al. 
(2015), it aligns to the Mannheim (1952) argument that individuals within a time-period/location 
develop a collective consciousness that may be affected by organizational influences (e.g. tenure, 
organization values and culture, etc.) and those influences may vary from that of the larger, 
societal generational cohort. Fifty-five years after Ryder (1965) began a trend away from 
Manheim’s theory of generations, the literature shows a trend reversal and evidence that Ryder’s 
chronological beginning and end birth year scheme for categorizing people into generational 
groups is wanting (Lyons & Kuron, 2014). As previously stated, this study acknowledges that 
age (and “assigned” generational cohort) is one of many variables that may reveal generational 
differences. However, the intent of this research is to examine generational differences within 
and between the widely accepted generational cohort categories of the past 55 years through the 
lenses of time-tested theoretical constructs in order to improve the validity of inferences 
attributed to the generational cohorts. 
Generational Categorizations and Stereotyping  
In addition to the generational cohort date range disparity evident in the literature, there is 
further indication that these categorizations have facilitated assumptive empiricism in research 
where scholars accepted generational cohort stereotypes prima facie and conducted research with 
insufficient examination of the validity of generational differences (Lyons et al., 2015). Further, 
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scholars were joined by consulting firms, book publishers, magazines, media, and internet blogs 
in perpetuating the seeming validity of stereotypical inferences that in many instances lacked 
empirical substantiation (Hoole & Bonnema, 2015; Kitch, 2003; Lyons et al., 2015; Gibson, 
Greenwood, & Murphy, 2009). Lyons et al. (2015) succinctly described this problem: 
The relative ease of cutting existing cross-sectional data by age and calling it a generation 
study has tempted researchers to hop on the bandwagon, resulting in a large number of 
empirical studies with nearly identical literature reviews that over-rely on popular press 
and opinion-based literature. There has been a lamentable tendency toward blind 
empiricism with little or no connection to theory, as has been stated elsewhere. (p. 346)  
Lyons et al.’s (2015) argument is further supported by a growing body of literature dedicated to 
self-examination of the academic rigor and the theoretical basis of generational research (Zacher, 
2017; Eschleman et al., 2017; Lyons & Schweitzer, 2017; Lyons & Kuron, 2014; Rudolph & 
Zacher, 2017; Campbell et al., 2017; Costanza & Finkelstein, 2015). In February, 2017, the 
Working, Aging, and Retirement Journal dedicated a special issue to the topic of generational 
research. The two research focus areas of the issue were first, the effects of stereotypes within 
the field of workforce generational research and second, an examination of generation theory 
(Costanza & Finkelstein, 2017). The journal articles in this special issue along with the works of 
Lyons and Kuron (2014) and Parry and Urwin (2011) added further support to the need to 
reinforce the theoretical underpinnings of generations research and reevaluate the trend toward 
the acceptance of generational cohort stereotyping.  
Finally, there is evidence the activation of stereotypes has increased in recent decades 
due, in part, to the increasing media-driven polarization of generational differences in the 
workplace (Perry, Golom, Catenacci, Ingraham, Covais, Molina, 2017; Eschleman et al., 2017). 
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According to Eschleman et al. (2017) stereotype activation occurs when implicit or explicit terms 
trigger an image, perception, or feeling about oneself, another person, or a group. It is also 
evident that operationalizing stereotypes based on any demographic characteristic may lead to 
the adoption of workforce prejudices among the generational cohorts (Eschleman et al., 2017; 
Roberson, 2006; Rosenberg et al., 2010). The authors further argued that stereotyping based on 
generational cohort is akin to the same negative connotations of stereotyping for other 
demographic characteristics such as age, gender, ethnicty, race, and religion (Eschleman et al., 
2017).  
Clearly there exists a need to address the lack of agreement pertaining to the findings of 
workforce generational differences in the literature. Improved understanding of the generational 
differences phenomena could be achieved by pivoting away from a priori assumptions based on 
the weak empiricism in the extant generational differences literature and mass media toward a 
pursuit of more theoretically grounded research.  
Organizational Commitment 
In addition to the foundational Generations Theory described as the first layer of the 
Figure 2 conceptual framework, Organizational Commitment (OC) is one of two additional 
theoretical constructs shown in the second layer of the Figure 2 conceptual framework. OC has 
been shown throughout several decades of literature to be generalizable for assessing the 
organizational commitment of employees (Porter et al., 1974; Steers, 1977; Mowday et al., 1979; 
McGee & Ford, 1987; Meyer & Allen, 1991; Oyinlade, 2018; Glazer, Mahoney, & Randall, 
2019). Steers (1977) citing Porter et al. (1974) defined OC as “the relative strength of an 
individual’s identification with and involvement in a particular organization (p. 46).” Steers 
(1977) continued in describing three organization member characteristics attributable to OC: 1) 
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acceptance of organizational values, 2) willingness to act on the organization’s behalf, and 3) a 
desire to continue organizational membership. Further, the literature shows that Mowday et al. 
(1979) is one the most widely used operationalizations of the OC construct. Mowday et al.’s 
(1979) definition was refined in two subsequent OC studies. First, in their book Mowday, Porter, 
and Steers (1982) they noted the lack of scholarly consensus for an OC construct definition and 
identified a common thread among ten OC definitions. On that basis, they argued for an 
attitudinal-behavioral dichotomy positing heterogeneity among the definitions that became 
foundational to a large body of future OC research and is important for this present research in 
several ways (Mowday et al, 1982). First, the OC framework Mowday et al. (1982) created 
established an ability to observe the attitudes and behaviors of the multiple generational cohorts 
in the workforce who are members of organizations. Second, the Mowday et al. (1982) OC 
framework afforded the opportunity to assess the strength of the demonstrated attitude – 
behavioral relationship among these multiple generational cohorts. Therefore, the OC construct 
and associated theory is well-suited to be used as a dependent variable that will be used to 
observe outcomes for this research. Finally, the Steers (1977) OC definition characterizations 
(e.g. acceptance of organizational values, willingness to act on the organization’s behalf, and a 
desire to continue organizational membership) align to this study’s purpose to examine the 
relationship between employee values congruence perceptions with and commitment to an 
organization regardless of the generational cohort of the employee. 
Organizational Commitment Scales 
Following the work of Mowday et al. (1979; 1982), the literature shows that Meyer and 
Allen (1984) further advanced the Mowday et al. (1982) OC framework by producing scales to 
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measure two types of behavioral outcomes: affective and continuance. The two measures were 
defined as: 
Affective – Emotional attachment to, identification with, and involvement in the 
organization. 
Continuance – Awareness of the costs associated with leaving the organization. 
Additionally, the literature shows that a test of the two scales by McGee and Ford (1987) 
suggested the two components of the Meyer and Allen (1984) OC behavioral outcome 
measurement may not operate independently of one another and that there may be the need for 
further refinement. Meyer and Allen (1991) building upon McGee and Ford (1987) extended the 
Mowday et al. (1982) dual attitudinal-behavioral dichotomy approach with attention drawn to an 
individual’s psychological process for determining a sense of commitment. They argued that the 
Mowday et al. (1979, 1982) broad attitudinal-behavioral framework should be refined with more 
specificity, presenting a new construct that included one’s sense of desire, need, and obligation 
for continued organization membership (Meyer & Allen, 1991). Meyer and Allen (1991) posited 
that Mowday et al.’s (1979) attitudinal (e.g. the mindset individuals develop) and behavioral 
commitment (e.g. a behavioral consequences and effect on current and future behavior) might be 
refined with the addition of a third attitudinal component. This third attitudinal measurement 
component posited by Meyer and Allen (1991) was defined as: 
Normative – Sense of obligation to continue employment with the organization. 
Meyer and Allen (1991) tested three eight-item scales, one each for Affective, Continuance, and 
Normative commitment. When compared to the Mowday (1979) Organizational Commitment 
Questionnaire (OCQ) Meyer and Allen (1991) found “correlations typically exceed .80” (p. 79). 
The literature shows the OCQ has been used in thousands of studies with similarly favorable 
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results (Oyinlade, 2018). Therefore, the OC attitudinal – behavioral measurement components as 
defined by Mowday (1979) and used in his OCQ and subsequently validated as a useful 
integrated construct by McGee and Ford (1987) and Meyer and Allen (1991) are treated 
inclusively in this study’s conceptual framework. The following paragraph further reviews the 
literature to examine the OC relevance to the research on generational differences and 
similarities. 
Organizational Commitment Relevance to Generational Cohorts 
The literature indicates that regardless of generational cohort, employees develop 
perceptions and make internal decisions whereby their behaviors indicate a level of attitudinal 
commitment to an organization (Oyinlade, 2018). Oyinlade (2018) conducted a cross-sectional 
study with 2,212 participants, ages 19 through 74. Organizational experience variables, including 
P-O fit, were the strongest predictor of OC (Oyinlade, 2018). The methodology used by 
Oyinlade (2018) logically aligns to this study in that the author tested the OC affective 
commitment component using P-O fit as predictor. The literature also indicates that generational 
cohorts may have differing levels of OC based on tenure (Glazer et al., 2019). Glazer et al. 
(2019) surveyed Millennial and Generation X workers at various terms of tenure finding that 
Millennials had lower continuance OC but showed little difference in normative and affective 
OC when compared to Generation X workers. 
This more recent research adds further validation to Mowday et al.’s (1979) OCQ scale 
as an instrument for examining the attitudinal – behavioral motivations and outcomes where 
employees develop affective, continuance, and normative commitment perceptions that correlate 
to variable levels of organizational commitment (Mowday et al., 1982). As described in the 
previous section, Meyer and Allen (1991) found substantial correlation between scales they 
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developed and compared to the OQC. Further, Finegan (2000) investigated the relationship 
between personal and organizational values and OC finding that values perceptions as they relate 
to affective and normative commitments are consistent with the prior research of Meyer, Allen, 
and Smith (1993). 
The following section reviews the P-O fit literature with emphasis on connections to OC 
and the use of both contructs in light of workforce generational studies. 
Person-Organization Fit 
While there are references throughout the literature to P-O fit as a theory, most scholarly 
articles (e.g. the Morley (2007) Journal of Managerial Psychology special issue dedicated to six 
P-O fit studies) refer to P-O fit as a sub-construct of Person-Environment fit (P-E fit) theory 
which has been defined as “the compatibility between an individual and a work environment that 
occurs when their characteristics are well matched” (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005, p. 285). To be 
clear, a number of additional sub-theoretical frameworks within P-E fit theory have also been 
developed and operationalized in the literature; they include but are not limited to: Person-
Vocation, -Job, -Group, and -Location fit (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005; Amos & Weathington, 
2008; Solnet, et al., 2014). There is a substantial amount of literature for each of the P-E fit sub-
theoretical frameworks. However, since the purpose of this research is to assess values 
congruence perceptions (e.g. P-O fit) between the individuals within three examined generations 
and their respective organizations and its relationship to OC, the P-O fit framework is singled out 
from the broader field of P-E fit research (Chatman, 1989; OReilly et al., 1991; Kristof, 1996; 
Kristof-Brown, et al., 2005; Morley, 2007; Amos & Weathington, 2008).  
 The literature indicates that P-O fit has been defined as the propensity for individuals to 
exercise a thought process whereby they develop personal and organization values congruence 
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perceptions (Ng & Burke, 2005; Kristof-Brown et al., 2005). A number of recent studies focused 
on this thought process and are discussed here because of their connection to organizational 
outcomes similar to the OC attitudinal—behavioral outcomes previously discussed and also 
because of their connection to workforce generational cohort research. Firfiray and Mayo (2017) 
employed a methodology that included a survey of 189 Generation X and Millennial post-
graduate business school students where they examined how students develop person-
ogranization values congruence perceptions given the addition of work-life benefits information 
included in recruiting materials. The authors found that Millennials valued work-life benefits 
over health benefits shown in recruiting materials at a higher rate than Generation X students 
(Firfiray & Mayo, 2017). The authors also found that Millennials valued the importance of a 
strong personal P-O fit perception more than Generation X students (Firfiray & Mayo, 2017). 
The Firfiray and Mayo (2017) study supports the conceptual framework developed for this 
research in that, it examines P-O fit perceptions and the relationship those perceptions have to an 
individual’s willingness to commit themselves to an organization. Additionally, the 
organizational attractiveness and job pursuit intentions outcomes illustrated in the Firfiray and 
Mayo model are consistent with the Meyer and Allen (1991) OC attitudinal outcomes whereby 
individuals develop attitudes about the attractiveness of an organization and subsequently 
demonstrate intent to commit to an organization based on perceptions about the congruence 
between individual and organization values. Beyond Firfiray and Mayo’s (2017) study of work-
life benefits value perceptions, Swider et al. (2015) found that stronger environmental and social 
values congruence perceptions among younger individuals correlated to more favorable attitudes 
and behavioral outcomes. The authors examined 169 job applicant’s P-O fit perceptions and 
found that more favorable P-O fit values perceptions led to improved employment decision 
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making (Swider et al., 2015). Kristof-Brown et al. (2005) meta analysis identified personal 
values congruence as the primary operationalization of P-O fit and found a strong correlation 
between P-O fit and OC. To further review the literature that supports P-O fit, the following 
section presents values congruence determination research which includes a review of the 
personal and organizational values literature. 
Personal and Organizational Values Congruence Determination 
P-O fit has been explained as an internal values congruence determination process that 
occurs in the mind of an employee working in a given organization (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005). 
Therefore, it is useful to further explore the research literature to understand how personal and 
organizational values are framed and lead to value congruence perceptions. The literature 
indicates that organizations seek to advance their understanding of the personal values of 
employees in order to maximize values congruence across a multigenerational workforce (Jones 
et al., 2014; Egri & Ralston, 2004; Leveson & Joiner, 2014; Cennamo & Gardner, 2008). Egri 
and Ralston (2004) compared the personal values of generational cohorts in the United States 
and China. They found substantial differences between similar chronological cohorts in both 
countries, as well as intergenerational values differences within the United States (Egri & 
Ralston, 2004). Similarly, Leveson and Joiner (2014) surveyed undergraduate college students 
(e.g. Millennials) to determine if the Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) values expectations 
of a prospective employer were the same for students from various academic disciplines. They 
(Leveson & Joiner, 2014) discovered business majors had a much lower expectation of [CSR] 
values congruence than students majoring in science or humanities. These two examples indicate 
the difficulty with assuming values congruence homogeneity within generational cohorts. With 
that challenge in mind, the following two sections briefly review the personal and organization 
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values to further frame the literature as it pertains to the values congruence determination 
process. 
Personal Values   
Given that all employees have personal values and that the mental process of values 
determination is agnostic to generational cohort, the following paragraphs briefly review the 
personal and organization values literature applicable to this study. Personal values are 
determined by the relative importance of guiding morals, beliefs, principles, and desires 
(Valentine et al., 2002; Schwartz, 2012). Each member of an organization operationalizes a 
comparison of personal and organizational values to assess conflict and/or congruence between 
personal and organizational values (Chatman, 1989; Liedtka, 1989). In the workplace, multi-
generational personal values are articulately framed by Cennamo and Gardner (2008) in their 
cross-sectional study of 504 employees working in eight different organizations across various 
New Zealand industries. The authors used the P-O fit theoretical framework in their investigation 
of workplace values and outcomes among three predominant generational groups within the New 
Zealand workforce. Cennamo and Gardner (2008) extrapolated personal value determination 
principles from the literature and offered three work-related personal value classifications:  
Extrinsic Value –occurs as a consequence of work. Examples are compensation, 
promotions, and the security that comes with performance.  
Intrinsic Value – is realized through performing the task of work and its resultant 
intellectual stimulation.  
Altruistic Value – comes with an individual’s sense of a contribution to society that might 
be experienced as a result of the organization’s output. (e.g. making a contribution to the 
betterment of society). 
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Cennamo and Gardner (2008) contended that employees across all generational cohorts 
demonstrate varying degrees of connection to these value classifications in their psychological 
process for determining person – organization values congruence (e.g. P-O fit) and that it is a 
valid predictor for both job satisfaction and retention. Additionally, Valentine et al. (2002) 
studied several hundred Generation X and Millennial employees and found that ethics values 
were positively related to both OC and P-O fit.  Finally, Posner (2010) examined 711 managers 
finding that person – organization values congruence was positively related to OC, and that age 
(e.g. generational cohort assumed) and experience level (e.g. tenure assumed) resulted in values 
congruence variation. Posner’s (2010) study was a re-examination of near identical research 
conducted by Posner and Schmidt (1993) to determine if the findings continued to be valid 
approximately 17 years later. In both instances the results were similar, “albeit from nearly a 
generation a part” even though work environment variables had changed substantially (Posner & 
Schmidt, 1993, p.540). Posner and Schmidt’s (1993) similar findings nearly a generation a part 
would seem to sustantiate the previously addressed findings of Joshi et al. (2010), Costanza, et 
al. (2017), and Crumpacker and Crumpacker, (2007) in that the values differences of those 
within and between the generational cohorts may not have been adequately addressed in the 
literature.   
Organization Values  
Similar to the personal values literature, there is a significant body of knowledge that 
examines the characteristics of organization values. Given that organizations are inanimate, the 
generational cohorts that populate the organization typically determine its’ values (Posner, 
2010). Posner (2010) contended organizational values are “at the heart of its culture” and that an 
organization’s leadership determines what values are important and to what degree they are 
 
 38 
operationalized (p. 536). Further, Costas and Karreman (2013) argued that corporate leaders 
proactively engage in socially responsible values with external stakeholders, while also 
promoting these initiatives internally to shape employee attitudes. Clearly, understanding how to 
determine and foster employee and organization values congruence requires organization 
leadership to consider how they will appeal to the values of individuals across multiple, diverse 
generational cohorts. For example, as previously indicated, the literature shows that corporate 
accountability (e.g. ethics) has experienced increasing importance for both organizations and 
younger members of the workforce who tend to be more attune to understanding how their own 
sense of social responsibility aligns with the similar values of their organization (Panagopoulos 
et al., 2016; Valentine & Fleischman, 2008). Valentine and Fleischman (2008) suggested that 
while societal governance may drive organizational values determination, internally embracing a 
culture of genuine adoption of those values is more likely to result in favorable values 
congruence outcomes among the multiple generational cohorts in the workforce. Moreover, 
Panagopoulos et al. (2016) found that employee OC is positively related to both personal values 
congruence and also the employee’s sense of organization – customer values congruence. In 
other words, customer perceptions of the organization (in terms of social performance values) are 
a part of the employee’s values congruence determination process (Panagopoulos et al., 2016). 
Finally, Behn (2003) posited that organizations measure socially responsible performance in an 
effort to motivate and celebrate their core values among their workforce. Celebration of the 
positive outcome of values has external benefit by way of its communication of organizational 
benefit to society and internal benefit through the promotion of organization cohesion and 
“collective relevance” among employees across multiple and increasingly diverse generational 
cohorts (Behn, 2003, p. 593). 
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This review of the literature supports the intended purpose of this study to examine the 
values congruence perceptions with, and the extent of commitment to, the organizations of the 
three predominant generational cohorts in today’s workforce: Baby Boomers, Generation X, and 
Millennials in light of the moderating influence of tenure. The Chapter 1 conceptual framework 
and review of the theoretical constructs that will be used to support this research, was referenced 
throughout this review of the extant Generations, Organizational Commitment, and Person-
Organization fit literature. The following section revisits the research questions and presents 
hypotheses that are pertinent to each of the four questions.  
Research Questions and Hypotheses  
In their work, Lyons et al. (2014) argued for further research to address the entry of 
successive generations into the workforce. The authors stated, “No studies have yet examined 
generational differences in career satisfaction or commitment. However, successive generations 
have been found to have lower levels of organizational commitment” (Lyons et al., 2014, p. 
189). More recently, Kumar (2019) studied organizational commitment and work values changes 
among multiple generations at various career stages finding that as workers age and their tenure 
increases, organizational commitment changes significantly. Answering the need for more 
theoretically grounded research to improve workforce generational research, this study will use 
the Figure 2 conceptual framework as a basis to test nine hypotheses drawn from the four 
research questions presented in Chapter 1. The following paragraphs revisit each of the research 
questions and introduce the associated hypotheses to be tested. 
Research question 1. Organizations proactively attempt to shape employee 
organizational commitment attitudes by championing values they believe align to those of the 
workforce and larger society (Crumpacker & Crumpacker, 2007; Sanner-Stiehr & Vandermause, 
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2017). Spokane (1985) recognized the importance of this premise finding, “…the congruence 
concept is useful and predictive of the complex transactions and interrelationships that occur in 
work settings” (p. 181). Building upon Spokane (1985), Crumpacker and Crumpacker (2007) 
found that organizations seek to facilitate values congruence perceptions among the workforce 
through the alignment and communication of organization values to the personal values of all 
workforce generations. To further examine this phenomenon in the context of the three 
predominant generational cohorts in the United States workforce, the first research question is 
restated:  
Is the relationship between P-O fit perception and Organizational Commitment the same 
within each of the three generational cohorts? 
To address this question, three hypotheses will be tested: 
H1a Stronger P-O fit perception leads to stronger Organizational Commitment for Baby 
Boomer employees. 
H1b Stronger P-O fit perception leads to stronger Organizational Commitment for 
Generation X employees. 
H1c Stronger P-O fit perception leads to stronger Organizational Commitment for 
Millennial employees.  
Research question 2. In addition to examining the P-O fit perception – Organizational 
Commitment relationship within each generational cohort, the second research question and 
associated hypothesis will examine the P-O fit perception – Organizational Commitment 
relationship for all three generational cohorts combined: 
Is the relationship between P-O fit perception and Organizational Commitment the same 
for all three generational cohorts combined? 
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To address this question, one hypothesis will be tested: 
H2  Stronger P-O fit perception leads to stronger organizational commitment for all three 
generational cohort employees. 
Research Question 3. Understanding the relationship between workplace generational 
cohort perceived values congruence and organizational commitment over the course of each 
generational cohort’s organizational tenure is a second focus of this research. As indicated 
above, and in further acknowledging the work of Morley (2007) and Firfiray and Mayo (2017), 
those in the workforce from all generational cohorts develop perceptions of the congruence 
between their personal values and those of their organization over time. The values congruence 
perception process is based on one’s values development subject to their “station in life” as 
Mannheim (1952) stated. But more importantly, the values congruence perception process is 
connected to a host of subjective experiences that occur during an individual’s lifetime 
(Mannheim, 1952; Foster, 2013; Tekcan et al., 2017; Koppel & Rubin, 2016; Smith & King, 
2016). As noted by Costanza and Finkelstein (2015) and other scholars the values congruence 
perception and its resultant organizational commitment is evolutionary during the course of 
organizational tenure (Seonghee et al., 2009; Porter et al., 1974), This third research question 
examines this phenomenon as it occurs within each of the three studied generational cohorts: 
Does the strength of the P-O fit perception – Organizational Commitment relationship 
within each of the three generational cohorts change uniformly as organizational tenure 
increases? 
To address this question, the following three hypotheses will be tested: 
H3a Tenure moderates the strength of the relationship between P-O fit perception and 
Organizational Commitment for Baby Boomers employees.  
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H3b Tenure moderates the strength of the relationship between P-O fit perception and 
Organizational Commitment for Generation X employees.  
H3c Tenure moderates the strength of the relationship between P-O fit perception and 
Organizational Commitment for Millennial employees.  
Research Question 4. In addition to examining the moderating effect of tenure within 
each generational cohort, the final research question examines this phenomenon as it occurs 
across all three studied generational cohorts combined: 
Does the strength of the P-O fit perception – Organizational Commitment relationship of 
all three generational cohorts combined change uniformly as organizational tenure 
increases? 
To address this question, the following hypothesis will be tested: 
H4  Tenure moderates the strength of the relationship between P-O fit perception and 
Organizational Commitment for all generational cohort employees. 
 Finally, a null hypothesis will be used to test for the equality of the three means derived 
from the Independent Variable (P-O fit perception) data gathered for each of the three 
generational cohorts:  
H5 There are no significant Values Congruence differences among Baby Boomer, 
Generation X, and Millennial generational cohort employees. 
These four research questions and nine hypotheses are foundational to the development of the 










3 CHAPTER 3—METHODOLOGY 
Recent research highlights the need for more theoretically based workplace generational 
cohort research (Lyons & Kuron, 2014; Eschleman et al., 2017; Campbell et al., 2017; Parry & 
Urwin, 2017; Urick et al., 2017). Parry and Urwin (2017) capture the crux of this generational 
research shortfall, in stating, “…a growing group of academics have questioned the validity of 
the idea that people are psychologically different according to when they were born” (p. 140). 
The objective of this study was to investigate the relationship between P-O fit and OC within and 
between the generational cohorts in the workforce and how that relationship varied during the 
course of each cohort’s organizational tenure. More specifically, each of the three generations 
that account for the preponderance of the United States workforce were examined independently 
and as a collective cohort to observe and compare the moderating influence of tenure on each 
generational cohort’s P-O fit – OC relationship.  
Research Approach 
 A cross-sectional approach was used in this research. It was patterned after similar 
studies in the literature with greater reliance on theoretical foundation (Mathieu & Zajac, 1990; 
Posner, 1992; 2010; Rhoades et al., 2001; Posner & Schmidt, 1993; Kyndt et al., 2009; Valentine 
et al., 2002). For example, Mathieu & Zajac (1990) conducted 48 meta-analyses of the 
antecedents, correlates, and consequences of OC. Their purpose was to examine the various ways 
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OC had been defined and measured in the literature. They explored the statistical artifacts found 
in 124 published studies to determine if there was a need for additional moderator variables 
(Mathieu & Zajac, 1990). The authors suggested more cross-sectional studies were warranted to 
afford an opportunity to test a broader sample of the variable relationships among individuals in 
the workforce (Mathieu & Zajac, 1990, p. 191). In addition to Mathieu and Zajac (1990), Kyndt 
et al. (2009) sampled 349 employees from 57 organizations. The authors studied OC for “high 
potential” employees and how their professional development contributed to their retention. In 
their summary, Kyndt et al., (2009) surmised that the generational variables had not been fully 
investigated. Finally, additional validity for this research approach is found in a study by 
Valentine et al., (2002). The authors surveyed 304 working adults from four institutions and 
found values congruence, as it is defined within the P-O fit literature, to be positively related to 
OC (Valentine et al., 2002).  
Sample Plan 
 An online stratified sample collected from a panel of United States workforce employees 
representing the three studied generational cohorts was planned. Several commercial online 
sampling platforms such as Facebook, Survey Monkey, Mechanical Turk, and Qualtrics were 
considered. In their comparative study of these platforms, Heen et al. (2014) found that Qualtrics 
yielded the lowest average discrepancy rate across the examined demographic characteristics. 
Additionally, Boas et al. (2020) compared Facebook, Mechanical Turk, and Qualtrics finding 
that “where scholars are particularly concerned with representativeness or sample diversity on 
demographic variables, a Qualtrics panel offers clear advantages.” For the current study, 
Qualtrics was selected to collect the stratified convenience sample. Qualtrics was contracted to 
populate a panel meeting the stratification criteria and a survey was administered using P-O fit 
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and OC scales that have been extensively used in the literature. The same survey instrument was 
used for individuals representing the Baby Boomer, Generation X and Millennial generational 
cohorts employed in the United States workforce. The sample plan was in keeping with 
Manheim’s (1952) definition of generations as a societal group that share a common location 
(e.g. the United States workforce) in historical time (e.g. the life spans of the three preponderant 
generations of the workforce).  
To determine the required sample size and obtain an adequate representation of workers 
from each cohort an online A-priori Sample Size Calculator for Multiple Regression Tool was 
used (Soper, 2018). The calculation provided the minimum required sample size for each cohort 
in this study based on the anticipated effect size, desired statistical power level, number of 
predictors in the model, and desired probability level. Table 2 illustrates the calculation. The 
effect size, desired statistical power level and probability level were based on the empirical 
references Soper (2018) used to develop this sample size calculator for multiple regression.  
Table 2. 
A-priori Sample Size Calculator for Multiple Regression 
 
Effect size 0.15 
Statistical power level 0.8 
Predictors 2 
Probability level 0.05 
Minimum required sample for each cohort 67 
 
The minimum sample size from each generational cohort for this study is 67 (total minimum 




Upon receiving approval from the Rollins College Institutional Review Board, the survey 
was administered by Qualtrics using the QualtricsXM  platform. The survey was planned to 
remain open for up to two weeks. Qualtrics collected a convenience sample from each 
generational group. Before starting the survey, respondents were asked to review the definitions 
of two terms: 
Organization – your firm, company, corporation, government institution, or nonprofit 
where you are presently employed. 
Values – your sense of making a contribution to society through a concern for others, the 
environment, and adherence to regulatory and legal standards.   
Based on the number of questions and the expected time to take the survey, respondents who 
completed the survey receive an incentive of five dollars. 
Research Model  
 The structure of the model shown in Figure 4 is supported by the P-O fit research of 
Chatman (1989) and Firfiray and Mayo (2017) and also supported by the OC research of 
Mowday et al. (1979) and Meyer and Allen (1991). This model reflected these seminal works in 
that OC is the Dependent Variable (DV) and P-O fit is the Independent Variable (IV). Tenure, 
and namely the organizational tenure of the three studied generational cohorts, was used as a 
moderator to represent the model’s predicted relationships over time. As discussed in the sample 
plan above, this model was assessed through data collected in a survey instrument used for each 




         Figure 4. Research Model 
 
The following is a depiction of mathematical equations for each hypothesis based on this model:  
Where: 
α (alpha) represents the intercept 
β (Beta) 1 and 2 are the slopes (or rate of change)  
ε (Error) is the error due to the use of population sampling 
Y = Organization Commitment = OC (DV) 
X1 = Perceived P-O fit = POF (IV) 
X2 = Tenure = TN (M) 
BB = Baby Boomer Cohort 
GX = Generation X Cohort 
ML = Millennial Cohort 
Then: 
H1a  Baby Boomer Cohort PO – OC relationship  
OC = α + β1 * POF + ε 
(Y = α + β1 * X1 + ε)  
H1b  Gen X Cohort POF – OC relationship 
OC = α + β1 * POF + ε 
(Y = α + β1 * X1 + ε)  
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H1c  Millennial Cohort POF – OC relationship 
OC = α + β1 * POF + ε 
(Y = α + β1 * X1 + ε)  
H2  All Cohorts POF – OC relationship 
OC = α + β1 * POF + ε 
(Y = α + β1 * X1 + ε)  
H3a  Baby Boomer Cohort TN moderation measurement 
OC = α + β1 * POF + β2 * POF * TN + ε 
(Y = α + β1 * X1 + β2 * X2 * X1 + ε)  
H3b  Gen X Cohort TN moderation measurement 
OC = α + β1 * POF + β2 * POF * TN + ε 
(Y = α + β1 * X1 + β2 * X2 * X1 + ε)  
H3c  Millennial Cohort TN moderation measurement 
OC = α + β1 * POF + β2 * POF * TN + ε 
(Y = α + β1 * X1 + β2 * X2 * X1 + ε)  
H4  All Cohorts TN moderation measurement 
OC = α + β1 * POF + β2 * POF * TN + ε 
(Y = α + β1 * X1 + β2 * X2 * X1 + ε)  
 H5  Equality of IV (X1) across all Generational Cohorts 
POF * BB = POF * GX = POF * ML + ε 




 Two scales were used to examine generational cohort response differences. The two 
scales selected have good validity when measuring OC and P-O fit. The OC instrument used was 
the 15-item Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (OCQ) created by Mowday et al. (1979). 
A sample question from the OCQ was, “I am willing to put in a great deal of effort beyond that 
normally expected in order to help this organization be successful.” While other scales were 
available, the literature showed the OCQ to have strong potential coorrelation to the P-O fit scale 
(Kristof-Brown et al., 2005; Oyinlade, 2018). The P-O fit instrument used was the 4-item P-O fit 
scale developed by Netemeyer et al. (1997). A sample question from the P-O fit scale was, “I 
feel that my personal values are a good fit with this organization.” A seven-point Likert scale 
was used for both instruments. Both instruments are included in Appredix A.  
Both of these scales are supported by extensive operationalizations in the literature with 
consistent favorable outcomes (Kristof-Brown, 2005). Moreover, while many other studies have 
examined a number of other variables associated with the United States workforce, none have 
used these scales to examine generational cohorts separately and combined with consideration 
for the effect of tenure. Survey response scores were derived by averaging of scale items, 
consistent with scoring recommendations found in previous research (Mowday et al., 1979; 
Netemeyer et al., 1997). Descriptive data was obtained to control for specific workforce sector 
(e.g. private industry, government, nonprofit, etc.), occupation (e.g. professional salaried, hourly 
labor, full-time, part-time, etc.) and individual demographics (e.g. age, generational identity, 
gender, nationality, education, etc.). These variables were singled out from a host of individual 
demographic variables because they were the most pertinent variables to the workplace 
environment and to the purpose of this study. A cross-sectional stratified sample was collected 
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from three generational cohorts consisting of individuals born during the time period of 1946 
through 1996, working in private, government, academic, and nonprofit organizations. Excluded 
from this group were self-employed people because of their inherent lack of perception of values 
congruence with an organization. As discussed in chapter 2, the literature is fraught with 
inconsistent determination of generational cohort birth year ranges (Costanza et al., 2012; 
Campbell et al., 2017). For this research, the selected birth year ranges for each generational 
cohort were: Baby Boomers (1946-1964), Generation X (1965-1980), and Millennials (1981-
1996). These birth year ranges were based on information from two sources that are supported by 
additional empirical data (Colby & Ortman, 2014; Dimock, 2019).  
Data Analysis 
 The sample plan and the measures adopted enabled the analysis of the criterion variable 
changes when manipulated by predictors. The measures in the survey facilitated the testing of the 
hypotheses through an examination of generational cohort perceived values congruence and 
correlation to organization commitment when moderated by tenure. Quantitative analysis of the 
survey results is consistent with the scoring methodology used in the referenced literature for 
each scale. IBM© SPSS® Statistics Version 25 was used to produce and examine descriptive 
statistics, correlation, regression analysis, and analysis of variance. The collected data were used 
to conduct factor analysis to examine correlations among the variables. Each hypothesis was 
tested based on its relationship to model variables. In order to respond to the research questions, 
the following minimal tests were conducted: 
H1a, H1b, and H1c were evaluated using regression analysis to observe the relationship 
between IV and DV for each of the three cohorts independently. H2 was evaluated using 
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regression analysis to observe the relationship between the IV and DV for all three 
generational cohorts as one combined group.  
H3a, H3b, and H3c were evaluated using regression analysis to examine the moderating 
influence of tenure on each of the three cohorts independently. H4 was evaluated using 
regression analysis to examine the moderating influence of tenure on all three 
generational cohorts as one combined group.  
H5, a null hypothesis, was tested using Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) to examine the 
equality of means for each generational cohort.  
Ethical Considerations  
 Demographic data was collected with the survey instrument. Respondents were asked to 
enter the following descriptive information: gender, age, generational identity, race, ethnicity, 
education level, job status, employment level, income level, tenure, company, and occupational 
industry. The introduction to the survey included transparent statements about the nature and 
purpose of the survey as well as a notice that it is voluntary and therefore consent was assumed. 
Additionally, a reassuring statement about the confidentiality of the survey was included. No 
personal identifying data were collected nor were there requirements for names or email 
addresses. QualtricsXM  conducted the data collection and provided respondents with 








4 CHAPTER 4 –DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS 
This study contributes to the understanding of generational differences. Four research 
questions and nine hypotheses were examined. A sample was drawn from the three predominant 
generational cohorts in the United States workforce – Baby Boomers, Generation X, and 
Millennials. Organizational tenure served as a moderating variable to examine its influence on 
the relationship between values congruence perceptions and organizational commitment, the IV 
and DV respectively. IBM© SPSS® Statistics Version 25 (henceforth referred to as SPSS) was 
used to perform the data analysis. In addition to the minimum analysis necessary to test the 
hypotheses, robustness analyses were conducted to further substantiate the results. 
Sample Characteristics and Response Rate 
The targeted population was the three generational cohorts that comprise the majority of 
the approximately 163 million people within the United States workforce (Bureau of Labor 
Statistics, 2018). The sample was limited to the specific birth year ranges for the three 
generational cohorts, and therefore a non-probability stratified convenience sampling procedure 
was used. Burns and Burns (2008) define a stratified sample process as one where samples are 
collected from two or more subgroups or strata of a given population. This cross-sectional 
approach is similar to other studies found in the generational research literature. For example, 
Kyndt et al. (2009) sampled 349 employees across multiple generations from 57 companies 
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using scales based on similar operationalizations found in previous studies. Additionally, in the 
Valentine et al. (2002) surveyed the ethical values, P-O fit, and OC of 304 young working adults 
from four institutions using the Netemeyer et al. (1997) P-O fit scale and a version of the 
Mowday et al. (1979) OC scale, both of which were used in the current study. This study differed 
from those past studies with the use of stratification of the population sample into generational 
cohorts in order to investigate the differences among the three groups. 
Qualtrics, a global management experience company, was contracted to employ its 
QualtricsXM platform to populate a panel of individuals who aligned with the individual strata 
(the three predominate generations in the United States workforce) for this research. As Chapter 
3 stated, the minimum sample of 67 responses from each of the three generational cohorts was 
determined using an A-priori sample size calculator (Soper, 2018). Qualtrics was instructed to 
obtain a minimum of 100 respondents (approximately 64% above the minimum required sample 
size) in order to allow for confidence, margin of error, power, and effect (Burns & Burns, 2008).  
After Rollins College Institutional Review Board approval was received on March 23, 
2020, Qualtrics was instructed to make the survey instrument available to the three panels via its 
website on March 24, 2020. The survey continued to be available through March 31, 2020 at 
which time Qualtrics closed the survey, having collected more than 100 responses from each of 
the three sampled cohort panels. Eighteen percent of the 439 samples were eliminated by 
Qualtrics’ screening process. Discarded cases included: negative responses to the voluntary 
consent question (N = 25); incomplete survey responses (N = 41); and respondents that 
completed the survey in less than one half of the median survey completion time for all survey 
participants (N = 13). The net usable sample provided by Qualtrics was N = 360 and was divided 
among the three studied generational cohorts (Baby Boomers, N = 109; Generation X, N = 120; 
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Millennials, N = 131). These usable respondent totals exceeded the minimum cohort sample size 
(N = 67). The sample frequency statistics showed the sample demographics were generally 
consistent with the United States workforce demographics reviewed in Chapter 2 (Bureau of 
Labor Statistics, 2018). Table 3 summarizes the sample frequencies and percentages, and 
includes a column for the Bureau of Labor Statistics data to compare the frequencies for each 
cohort with the actual workforce demographic data.  
Baby Boomer, Generation X, and Millennial respondent percentages of the total sample 
were 30%, 33%, and 36%, respectively. According to Pew Research Center, in 2019 the 
Millennial cohort surpassed the Baby Boomer and Generation X cohorts to become the most 
represented generational cohort in the United States workforce at 35% (Desilver, 2020). The 
current population shares of Baby Boomer and Generation X cohorts in the United States 
workforce are 26% and 33%, respectively (Desilver, 2020). The mean ages for the Baby 
Boomer, Generation X, and Millennial generational cohort respondents were 61, 45, and 32  
respectively. Baby Boomer cohort females totaled 57%. Millennial cohort females totaled 55%. 
Generation X cohort females totaled 42%. While the overall percentage of female respondents 
from the three generational cohorts combined (51.4%) was consistent with the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics (2018) estimate of the percentage of females in the United States workforce, there was 
a notable difference in Generation X and Baby Boomer females. White race respondents totaled 
74.6% and all other races accounted for the balance of responses for all three cohorts combined. 
However, the Generation X cohort Asian respondents outweighed the other two cohort Asian 
race totals and the Millennial cohort Hispanics outweighed the other two cohort Hispanic 









(1946 – 1964) 
Generation X 
(1965 – 1980) 
Millennial 
(1981 – 1996) U.S. Workforce 
(BLS, 2018) Frequency Percenta Frequency Percenta Frequency Percenta 
N 109 30% 120 33% 131 36% Approx. 163M 
Mean Age 61 45 32 42b 
Gender         
Male 47 43% 69 58% 58 44% 53% 
Female 62 57% 50 42% 72 55% 47% 
Other 0 0% 1 1% 1 1% <1% 
Race         
White 85 75% 78 61% 105 72% 78% 
Black or African 
American 14 12% 14 11% 12 8% 13% 
Asian 2 2% 14 11% 4 3% 6% 
Native 
American/Alaskan 1 1% 4 3% 1 1% 
4%c Hawaiian, Pacific 
Islander 0 0% 0 0% 1 1% 
Another Race 7 6% 10 8% 8 6% 
Hispanic, Latino or 
Spanish origin  5 4% 8 6% 14 10% 18%
d 
Workforce Sector         
Private Industry 81 74% 97 81% 102 78% 74% 
Government 12 11% 12 10% 17 13% 14% 
Nonprofit 16 15% 11 9% 12 9% 10% 
Organization Size         
Fewer than 100 
employees 36 33% 28 23% 33 25% 35% 
100 to 499 employees 25 23% 30 25% 36 27% 17% 
500 to 999 employees 8 7% 17 14% 24 18% 7% 
1,000 to 2,000 
employees 13 12% 22 18% 13 10% 40%e More than 2,000 
employees 27 25% 23 19% 25 19% 
Professional Level         
Hourly Employee 68 62% 66 55% 81 62% 57% 
Supervisor 18 17% 20 17% 25 19% 
43%f Manager 16 15% 24 20% 21 16% 
Executive 7 6% 10 8% 4 3% 




According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics (2018), the white race accounted for 78% of 
the workforce and the remaining 22% was divided among all other races. Respondents working 
in private industry accounted for approximately 78% of all responses and the balance was 
divided approximately equally between government (11%) and nonprofit (10%) workforce 
sectors. The sample’s work sector totals were generally consistent with the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics (e.g. approximately 14% government and 10% nonprofit). Forty-eight percent of all 
Temporary 1 1% 1 1% 1 1% <1%g 
Part-Time 25 23% 18 15% 32 24% 16%g 
Full-Time 83 76% 101 84% 98 75% 80%g 
Compensation         
Hourly 70 64% 66 55% 80 61% 57% 
Salary 39 36% 54 45% 51 39% 43% 
Education Level         
High School 16 15% 14 12% 15 11% 32% 
Some College 46 42% 43 36% 55 42% 26% 
Bachelor’s Degree 29 27% 40 33% 34 26% 25% 
Post Graduate Work 4 4% 1 1% 4 3% --h 
Master’s Degree 8 7% 22 18% 17 13% 11% 
PhD or Equivalent 6 6% 0 0% 6 5% 4% 
Military Status          
Active Duty 1 1% 3 3% 4 3% <1% 
Prior Military 12 11% 7 6% 1 1% 
8%i 
Retired Military 2 2% 5 4% 3 2% 
No Military Experience 94 86% 105 88% 123 94% 91% 
Notes:  
a. Percentages may not equal 100% due to rounding. 
b. BLS (2018) statistic is the median age of the workforce.  
c. Native American, Alaskan, Hawaiian, Pacific Islander, Another Race total 4% 
d. Hispanic origin is an ethnicity and therefore may be combined with race. 
e. BLS (2018) final distribution category is 1,000 employees or more. 
f. BLS (2018) category is Management, professional, and related occupations. 
g. BLS (2018) Unemployment accounts for additional 3.7% of the total.  
h. Category not tracked by BLS (2018). 
i. BLS (2018) does not distinguish between prior and retired military.  
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respondents had a bachelor’s degree or higher education level with the Generation X cohort 
having more than the Baby Boomer and Millennial cohorts (i.e. BB = 43%; GX = 53%; ML = 
47%). According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics (2018), approximately 25% of the workforce 
held a bachelor’s degree and 15% held advanced degrees. The results of the data collection for 
the current study show that respondents from each of the three cohorts were more likely to hold a 
college degree than the United States workforce average. 
Response and Selection Biases 
The two scales used in the survey instrument have a total of 19 closed-ended interval 
questions using a seven-point Likert scale. Each of the seven points is defined (e.g. 1 = Strongly 
disagree; 2 = Disagree; 3 = Somewhat disagree; 4 = Neither agree nor disagree; 5 = Somewhat 
agree; 6 = Agree; 7 = Strongly agree). In order to mitigate the risk of response bias, the 15-item 
OCQ was used with its six negatively worded items placed randomly throughout the survey. In 
order to mitigate selection bias Qualtrics posted notifications to three mass panels that met the 
stratified sample criteria specified in the methodology for each of the three generational cohorts. 
The three elements of that criteria were: 1) birth year ranging from 1946 to 1996; 2) current 
employment with an organization in the United States; 3) willingness to consent to completing 
the entire survey with thoughtful responses. 
Item Descriptive Statistics for Model Variables 
 The IV and DV for this research had associated scales supported by substantial validation 
in the literature. The scales used were the four-item Person-Organization fit (Netemeyer et al. 
1997) and 15-item Organizational Commitment (Mowday et al. 1979) instruments.  
P-O fit scale. Table 4 shows the P-O fit mean scores and standard deviations of all three 
cohorts combined (N = 360). The mean scores of the four P-O fit scale items ranged from 5.45 to 
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5.75 (SD range = 1.44 to 1.58) and indicated significant Person-Organization fit (values 
congruence) perception between individual and organizational values for all generational cohorts 
observed as a combined group. Internal consistency reliability (α = 0.875) was favorable. These 
results are consistent with prior studies using this P-O fit scale. For example, Andrews et al. 
(2011) surveyed 1,500 members of a national association using the Netemeyer et al. (1997) P-O 
fit scale and found favorable internal consistency reliability (α = 0.94). Additionally, Farzaneh et 
al. (2014) surveyed 800 private Iranian company employees using the Netemeyer et al. (1997) 
scale and also found favorable internal consistency reliability (α = 0.784). 
Table 4. 
Person-Organization fit Scale Items and Descriptive Statistics for all generational cohorts 
combined 
Scale  








I feel that my personal values are a good fit with this 
organization.  
This organization has the same values as I do with 
regard to concern for others.  
This organization has the same values as I do with 
regard to honesty.  
This organization has the same values as I do with 

















Note: All items ranked on 7-point Likert scale: 1 = Strongly disagree; 2 = Disagree; 3 = 
Somewhat disagree; 4 = Neither agree nor disagree; 5 = Somewhat agree; 6 = Agree; 7 = 
Strongly agree. 
 
OC scale. Table 5 shows the mean scores and standard deviations of all three cohorts 
combined (N = 360). The mean scores and standard deviations of the 15 OC scale items ranged 
from 2.49 to 5.84 (SD range = 1.31 to 2.34). Six items of the 15-item Organizational 
Commitment scale (i.e. OC3R, OC7R, OC9R, OC11R, OC12R, and OC15R) were the 
negatively worded questions. Prior to the SPSS analysis the negatively worded questions were 
reverse coded. Internal consistency reliability (α = 0.847) was favorable. This result is consistent 
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with Valentine et al. (2002) who surveyed 304 working adults with the OC scale and netted high 
internal reliability (α = 0.93).  
Table 5. 
Organizational Commitment Scale Items and Descriptive Statistics for all generational 
cohorts combined 
Scale 

























I am willing to put in a great deal of effort beyond that normally 
expected in order to help this organization be successful.  
I talk up this organization to my friends as a great organization to work 
for.  
I feel very little loyalty to this organization.  
I would accept almost any type of job assignment in order to keep 
working for this organization.  
I find that my values and the organization's values are very similar. 
I am proud to tell others that I am part of this organization.  
I could just as well be working for a different organization as long as 
the type of work was similar.  
This organization really inspires the very best in me in the way of job 
performance.  
It would take very little change in my present circumstances to cause 
me to leave this organization.  
I am extremely glad that I chose this organization to work for, over 
others I was considering at the time I joined.  
There's not too much to be gained by sticking with this organization 
indefinitely. 
Often, I find it difficult to agree with this organization's policies on 
important matters relating to its employees. 
I really care about the fate of this organization.  
For me this is the best of all possible organizations for which to work.  





















































Note: All items ranked on 7-point Likert scale: 1 = Strongly disagree; 2 = Disagree; 3 = 
Somewhat disagree; 4 = Neither agree nor disagree; 5 = Somewhat agree; 6 = Agree; 7 = 
Strongly agree. 
 
Tables 6 is a summary of the descriptive statistics for the P-O fit and the OC scales. The 
table shows the average of the mean and standard deviation scores observed for each 






Descriptive Statistics – Scale means for individual and combined generational cohorts 
Scale 
Baby Boomer Generation X Millennial 
All Generational 
Cohorts 
Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N 
POF 5.60 1.25 109 5.63 1.32 120 5.60 1.32 131 5.61 1.27 360 
OC 4.93 1.03 109 5.00 0.99 120 4.72 0.98 131 4.91 1.01 360 
Note:  Combined mean and SD scores for each cohort are the average of all items in each scale. 
 
Scale Reliability 
 Both scales were assessed using the Cronbach’s Alpha internal consistency reliability 
method as explained by Burns and Burns (2008). According to Burns and Burns (2008), “an 
alpha of 0.8 or above is regarded as highly acceptable for assuming homogeneity of scale items, 
while 0.7 is the lower limit of acceptablity.” Both the P-O fit and OC scales had highly 
acceptable internal reliability. These internal consistency reliability measurements are consistent 
with past similar studies that measured P-O fit and OC. Kristof-Brown et al. (2005) found similar 
and consistent reliability scores in a meta-analysis where personal values congruence was the 
primary operationalization of P-O fit. Additionally, Mathieu and Zajac (1990) conducted a meta-
analysis of OC. The authors found that the OC scale developed by Mowday et al. was the most 
often used measurement of OC (as cited in Mathieu & Zajac, 1990). Mathieu and  Zajac (1990) 
examined 80 studies (N = 24,258) that used the 15-item scale and found an average internal 
consistency reliability of α = 0.882 (SD = 0.038). 
To further examine the internal consistency of the scales the Cronbach’s Alpha Corrected 
Item Total Correlation (CITC) output was examined. Table 7 shows the internal reliability 
measurement for the four-item P-O fit scale. The Cronbach’s Alpha measurement for the P-O fit 
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scale was 0.875, and while each item had similarly high reliability, removal of any individual 
item would not have improved the scale’s internal reliability measurement. The CITC for the 
four items indicated are highly correlated, and according to Briggs and Cheek (1986) these high 
CITC values may indicate the individual items are redundant in their measurement. Briggs and 
Cheek (1986) suggested CITC scores should be in the 0.20 to 0.40 range and that scores greater 
than 0.50 may indicate that items within the scale are “overly redundant” (p. 115). 
Table 7. 
Internal Reliability Measures – Person-Organization fit scale 
N=4 
Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 




Cronbach’s Alpha if 
Item Deleted 
POF1 16.75 16.21 0.664 0.867 
POF2 16.89 15.17 0.805 0.810 
POF3 16.69 15.68 0.806 0.812 
POF4 16.99 15.99 0.663 0.868 
Note: P-O fit highly correlated and reliable. 
 
Table 8 shows the internal reliability measurement for the 15-item OC scale. The 
Cronbach’s Alpha determined for the scale was 0.847. Further inspection of the Cronbach’s 
Alpha output indicated that item OC13 showed weak, negative correlation (CITC = -0.032). As 
previously noted, Briggs and Cheek (1986) suggested CITC scores below 0.20 indicate weak 
internal reliability. If item OC13 were removed, internal reliability of the OC scale improves 
marginally (α = 0.872). However, given the high correlation of the scale without excluding 
OC13, and the OCQ’s consistent reliability in the literature, the item was retained and further 





Internal Reliability Measures – Organizational Commitment scale 
N=15 
Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 




Cronbach’s Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
OC1 67.30 204.93 0.573 0.834 
OC2 67.76 197.75 0.615 0.830 
OC3R 68.61 198.70 0.388 0.845 
OC4 68.43 205.54 0.364 0.844 
OC5 67.63 202.49 0.617 0.832 
OC6 67.51 195.71 0.734 0.826 
OC7R 69.88 210.31 0.296 0.847 
OC8 67.694 197.29 0.688 0.828 
OC9R 68.95 204.75 0.330 0.847 
OC10 67.55 198.25 0.679 0.828 
OC11R 68.68 188.24 0.621 0.828 
OC12R 68.49 194.88 0.542 0.833 
OC13 69.82 225.42 -0.032 0.872 
OC14 68.09 195.47 0.645 0.828 
OC15R 67.63 194.55 0.546 0.833 
 
 
Scale Inter-Item Correlation 
These measurements of correlation are consistent with prior similar research where P-O 
fit and OC scales were used. For example, Oyinlade (2018) conducted a cross-sectional study 
with 2,212 participants, across multiple generational cohorts. Organizational experience 
variables, including P-O fit, were the strongest predictor of OC (Oyinlade, 2018). Table 9 depicts 
an inter-item correlation analysis for the P-O fit and OC scale items. An assessment of the item 
correlations indicated that most of the P-O fit items have positive, significant correlation to the 
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OC items. However, a number of the reverse coded OC items and the positive coded OC13 item 
are exceptions. While these items have lower inter-item correlations, the high Alpha scores for 
each of the individual scales and their extensive operationalization in the literature when used 
together are sufficient rationale to leave the scales intact. Therefore, the use of these two scales 





Scale Items Correlation Matrix 
 POF1 POF2 POF3 POF4 OC1 OC2 OC3R OC4 OC5 OC6 OC7R OC8 OC9R OC10 OC11R OC12R OC13 OC14 OC15R 
POF1 --                                     
POF2 .649** --                                   
POF3 .636** .781** --                                 
POF4 .492** .636** .647** --                               
OC1 .418** .550** .547** .515** --                             
OC2 .451** .570** .597** .691** .589** --                           
OC3R -0.013 0.078 0.084 0.097 .198** .129* --                         
OC4 .385** .453** .451** .484** .466** .510** -0.049 --                       
OC5 .536** .669** .665** .706** .589** .671** 0.094 .544** --                     
OC6 .484** .624** .596** .671** .579** .745** .197** .511** .731** --                   
OC7R -0.084 0.050 0.010 0.043 -0.028 0.007 .357** -0.075 -0.002 .106* --                 
OC8 .373** .627** .626** .627** .594** .645** .208** .496** .678** .747** 0.103 --               
OC9R 0.047 0.026 0.084 .104* .106* 0.053 .364** -.129* 0.064 .134* .418** 0.085 --             
OC10 .425** .603** .608** .616** .594** .676** .177** .470** .652** .694** 0.064 .745** .124* --           
OC11R .221** .252** .259** .274** .264** .230** .432** 0.089 .256** .374** .455** .357** .501** .348** --         
OC12R .185** .249** .263** .310** .210** .226** .421** 0.057 .283** .342** .346** .274** .425** .260** .632** --       
OC13 0.075 0.098 0.018 0.067 0.026 0.088 -0.047 0.095 0.008 0.042 -0.071 0.026 -.145** 0.001 -0.036 -0.081 --     
OC14 .344** .499** .528** .559** .479** .624** .133* .464** .628** .703** .158** .679** 0.099 .677** .363** .241** 0.057 --   
OC15R .204** .212** .300** .270** .294** .219** .465** 0.048 .209** .332** .342** .275** .450** .347** .597** .611** -.146** .263** -- 
Note:  ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
             * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Pearson Correlation Coefficient Analysis 
A Pearson correlation coefficient was computed to examine correlation between the P-O 
fit and OC variables. The analysis was computed to allow the comparison of the correlation 
values for each cohort and for all cohorts combined. In order to check for positive or negative 
effects, a two-tailed test was performed. According to Burns and Burns (2008), the correlation 
between two sets of observations from a common source are substantial at coefficients of .70 to 
.90 and are moderate at coefficients of .40 to .70. The correlation between P-O fit and OC were: 
BB cohort R(107) = .74; GX cohort  R(118) = .65; ML cohort R(129) = .62; all cohorts 
combined: R(358) = .66. All four correlations were significant at the p  = .00 level. These results 
show significant correlation between P-O fit and OC for all three cohorts individually, and also 
when combined as a group. The coefficient of determination (R2) for each cohort shows that 
approximately 55% of BB, 42% of GX, 38% of ML, and 44% of all cohort OC variances are 
explained by P-O fit. These results are similar to past studies that also show a positive 
relationship between P-O fit and OC. Verquer et al. (2002) conducted a meta-analytic review of 
21 studies finding that values congruence dimensions of P-O fit showed higher correlation with 
OC than job satisfaction and turnover intent. The results of the Pearson correlation coefficient 





Pearson Correlation Coefficient – P-O fit and OC 
    
All Cohorts 
Pearson Correlation  
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Note:  ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 
Simple Linear Regression Analysis: P-O fit – OC relationship  
A simple linear regression analysis was conducted to examine the P-O fit (IV) effect on 
OC (DV) for each studied generational cohort as individual groups and all three generational 
cohorts as one combined group. In order to determine if predictors other than P-O fit effect OC 
variance, a number of control variables (from the sample descriptive data that were not 
hypothesized) were then added to the regression analysis. The following paragraphs address the 
simple linear regression analysis for each of the cohorts individually and combined in order to 
test H1a, H1b, H1c, and H2. The analysis also addresses the robustness checks used to determine if 
the additional control variables were significant. All simple linear regression analysis data are 
found in Appendix B.  
 Baby Boomer P-O fit – OC (H1a). The linear regression analysis showed a positive, 
significant relationship between P-O fit and OC for the BB cohort. The Figure 5 scattergraph 
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P-O fit 
        Figure 5. P-O fit – OC Relationship scattergraph for the BB generational cohort.  
positive relationship between P-O fit and OC and is reflected by an adjusted R2 = 0.543, 
indicating that 54.3% of BB cohort OC variance can be predicted by its linear relationship with 
P-O fit. 
Further linear regression analysis was conducted to include the additional control 
variables that were not hypothesized (e.g. gender, race, education, workforce sector, organization 
size, professional level, job status, and compensation). P-O fit continued to be a positive and 
significant predictor of OC variation. However, none of the additional control variables were 
found to be significant for predicting further variation in OC for the BB cohort. Additionally, the 
inclusion of the control variables resulted in the adjusted R2 value decreasing from 0.543 to 
0.533. Therefore, the addition of the control variables did not improve the model more than 
would be expected by chance. In total however, the findings of this linear regression analysis 
support acceptance of H1a.  
Generation X P-O fit – OC (H1b). The linear regression analysis showed a positive, 
significant relationship between P-O fit and OC for the GX cohort. The Figure 6 scattergraph 
depicts the OC and P-O fit average score plots of the GX cohort. The data showed a significant, 
positive relationship between P-O fit and OC with an adjusted R2 = +0.415, indicating that 
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P-O fit 
       Figure 6. P-O fit – OC Relationship scattergraph for the GX generational cohort.  
Further linear regression analysis was conducted to include the control variables that 
were not hypothesized (gender, race, education, workforce sector, organization size, professional 
level, job status, and compensation). P-O fit continued to be a strong, positive, and significant 
predictor of OC variation. The gender variable was also significant (p = 0.026) and caused 
additional positive variation in OC for the GX cohort. The adjusted R2 value rose from 0.415 to 
0.426 indicating that the addition of gender as a control variable along with P-O fit improves the 
model more than would be expected by chance. The findings of this linear regression analysis 
support acceptance of H1b. 
Millennial P-O fit – OC (H1c). The linear regression analysis showed a positive, 
significant relationship between P-O fit and OC for the ML cohort. The Figure 7 scattergraph 
depicts the OC and P-O fit average score plots of the ML cohort. The data showed a significant 
positive relationship between P-O fit and OC with an adjusted R2 = +0.384, indicating that 
38.4% of OC variance was predicted by its linear relationship with P-O fit. 
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Additional linear regression analysis was conducted including a number of control 
variables that were not hypothesized (e.g. gender, race, education, workforce sector, organization 
size, professional level, job status, and compensation). The Organization Size and Job Status 
control variables were also significant (p = 0.053 and p = 0.013, respectively) and contributed to 
explaining additional variation in OC for the ML cohort. The adjusted R2 value rose from 0.384 
to 0.411 indicating that the addition of the Organization Size and Job Status control variables, 
along with P-O fit improved the model more than would be expected by chance. These findings 
support acceptance of H1c. 
Combined Generational Cohorts P-O fit – OC (H2). The linear regression analysis 
showed a positive, significant relationship between P-O fit and OC for all cohorts as a combined 
group. The Figure 8 scattergraph provides a depiction of the plots of the average scores for OC 





               Figure 8. P-O fit – OC Relationship scattergraph – combined generational cohorts. 
The significant positive relationship between P-O fit and OC was reflected in an adjusted R2 of 
+0.437, indicating that 43.7% of OC variance was predicted by its linear relationship with P-O 
fit.  
Additional linear regression analysis was conducted including a number of control 
variables that were not hypothesized (gender, race, education, workforce sector, organization 
size, professional level, job status, and compensation). The Organization Size and Job Status 
control variables were also  significant (p = 0.024 and p = 0.017, respectively) and contributed to 
explaining additional variation in OC for all generational cohorts combined. The adjusted R-
squared value rose from 0.437 to 0.447 indicating that the addition of the Organization Size and 
Job Status control variables, along with P-O fit improved the model more than would be 
expected by chance. These findings support acceptance of H2.  
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Examination of the first four tested hypotheses showed that regardless of generational 
cohort, P-O fit had a positive, significant linear relationship with OC. Further, the analysis 
showed that, depending on the cohort, approximately 46% to 62% of OC variance was left 
unexplained. Additionally, the analysis showed that for the GX and ML cohorts, the introduction 
of additional variables (specifically gender, job status, and organization size) predicted additional 
OC variance. These findings are consistent with prior similar studies. In their meta-analysis of 21 
empirical research examples, Verquer et al. (2002) examined P-O fit – OC relationship effect 
sizes finding a range of .03 to .81 (based on 15 correlations and 18,776 participants). The 
subsequent analysis examines the same relationship between P-O fit and OC with the 
introduction of the research model’s moderator (tenure).   
Multiple Regression Analysis: P-O fit – OC relationship moderated by Tenure 
Multiple regression analysis was performed to examine the linear relationship between 
OC (DV) and P-O fit (IV) for each individual cohort and for all cohorts combined. The product 
of moderator and the IV (TEN x POF) was used to investigate interaction effect. Additionally, 
the survey instrument collected years and months of tenure as separate items. For the purpose of 
this analysis, these two items were combined. Because the lowest tenure case value was 1 month, 
and the highest case value was 35 years, 0 months, tenure was measured in fractional years with 
the lowest value being 0.0833 years (1 year divided by 12 months). The new item was labeled 
“Years/Months.”  
To further understand the moderating effect of tenure on the P-O fit and OC relationship, 
a two-way linear interaction estimation model was used to supplement the multiple regression 
analysis (Dawson, 2014). The outcome of the two-way linear interaction estimation produced 
simple slope graphics for each of the generational cohorts that measured the gradient of the 
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moderating effect of tenure on the P-O fit – OC relationship. Finally, further multiple regression 
analysis was performed by introducing the same list of control variables that were used in the 
H1a, H1b, H1c, and H2 regression analysis (IVs from the sample descriptive data that were not 
hypothesized). The following paragraphs address the multiple linear regression analysis and 
present the linear interaction slopes for each of the cohorts individually and for the three cohorts 
combined in order to test H3a, H3b, H3c, and H4. All multiple regression analysis data are 
documented in Appendix C.  
Baby Boomer (H3a). A multiple regression analysis was performed between OC (DV), 
P-O fit (IV), and Tenure (Moderator) for the BB cohort. The significant positive relationship 
between P-O fit and OC when moderated by tenure was reflected in an adjusted R2 = 0.536, 
indicating that 53.6% of the variance in BB cohort OC was predicted by its linear relationship 
with P-O fit when moderated by tenure. P-O fit was a unique and significant contributor to the 
prediction of BB OC (sr2 = 0.135, t = 5.603, p = 0.000). However further analysis showed that 
TEN x POF (sr2 = 0.001, t = 0.563, p = 0.574) and Years/Months tenure (sr2 = 0.002, t = -0.639, 
p = 0.524) were not significant.  
The result of a linear interaction test are shown in Figure 9. The slope is postive and 
statistically significant for high tenured BB (Gradient = 0.705, t = 9.203, p = 0.000). The slope is 
also positive and statistically significant, although less so, for low tenured BB (Gradient = 0.565, 
t = 5.701, p = 0.000). The analysis indicated that the slope of the OC – POF relationship 
increased by 0.022 for each additional tenured year of the average BB respondent. A comparison 
of the high and low tenure slopes showed that high tenure BB cohort members have virtually the 
same high P-O fit score (5.803) as low tenure BB cohort members’ P-O fit scores (5.768). This 
analysis further confirms that higher tenure had very little influence (+0.035) on P-O fit 
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perceptions for the BB cohort. In other words, the BB cohort values congruence perceptions (P-
O fit) showed negligible increase as a result of increasing tenure. 
 
Figure 9. Interaction effect of Baby Boomer cohort tenure on the P-O fit – OC relationship. 
Additional multiple linear regression analysis was conducted including a number of 
control variables that were not hypothesized (gender, race, education, workforce sector, 
organization size, professional level, job status, and compensation). P-O fit continued to be a 
positive and significant indicator of OC variation. However, tenure along with the additional 
control variables were not significant predictors of additional variation in OC for the BB cohort. 
The addition of the control variables resulted in a lower adjusted R2 value, falling from 0.536 to 
0.527 and indicated that the addition of the control variables did not improve the model more 
than would be expected by chance. 
As stated earlier, the P-O fit mean scores were M = 5.60, SD = 1.25 and the simple linear 
















multiple regression analysis where tenure is introduced as a predictor, along with the other 
control variables, caused the adjusted R2 to decrease by 0.007 to 0.536. Therefore, this analysis 
clearly shows that tenure and other control variables have virtually no additional predictive effect 
on the P-O fit – OC relationship for the BB cohort. Therefore, H3a was not supported. 
Generation X (H3b). A multiple regression analysis was performed between OC (DV), 
P-O fit (IV), and Tenure (Moderator) for the GX cohort. A strong positive relationship between 
P-O fit and OC when moderated by tenure was reflected in an adjusted R2 = 0.442, indicating 
that 44.2% of the variance in GX cohort OC was predicted by its linear relationship with P-O fit 
when moderated by tenure. Each of the tested variables was a unique and significant contributor 
to GX OC, namely, PO fit (sr2 = 0.072, t = 3.909, p = 0.000), TEN x POF (sr2 = 0.034, t = 2.710, 
p = 0.008), and Years/Months tenure (sr2 = 0.036, t = -2.757, p = 0.007).  
The results of a linear interaction test are shown in Figure 10. The slope is postive and 
statistically significant for high tenured GX (Gradient = 0.926, t = 3.919, p = 0.000). The slope is 
also positive and statistically significant, although less so, for low tenured GX (Gradient = 0.321, 
t = 3.838, p = 0.000). The analysis indicated that the slope of the OC – POF relationship 
increased by 0.107 for each additional tenured year of the average GX respondent. A comparison 
of the high and low tenure slopes showed that high tenure GX cohort members have a higher 
average P-O fit score (5.803) compared to the low tenure GX cohort members’ P-O fit score 
(5.506). This analysis further confirmed that higher tenure results in higher P-O fit scores 
(+0.297) for the GX cohort. In other words, the GX cohort values congruence perceptions (P-O 




Figure 10. Interaction effect of Generation X cohort tenure on the P-O fit – OC relationship. 
 
Additional multiple linear regression analysis was conducted including a number of 
control variables that were not hypothesized (gender, race, education, workforce sector, 
organization size, professional level, job status, and compensation). P-O fit continued to be a 
positive and significant indicator of OC variation (p = 0.000). Tenure also continued to be 
significant (p = 0.005). Gender was the only additional control variable that was significant (p = 
0.023) and contributed to explaining additional variation in OC for the GX cohort. The adjusted 
R2 value rose from 0.442 to 0.457, indicating that the addition of the Gender control variable 
improved the model more than would be expected by chance. The findings supported acceptance 
of H3b. 
Millennial (H3c). A multiple regression analysis was performed between OC (DV), P-O 
fit (IV), and Tenure (Moderator) for the ML cohort. A strong positive relationship between P-O 
















40.3% of the variance in ML cohort OC was predicted by its linear relationship with P-O fit 
when moderated by tenure. Two of the three tested predictors were unique and significant 
contributors to the prediction of ML OC, namely, P-O fit (sr2 = 0.052, t = 3.355, p = 0.001) and 
TEN x POF (sr2 = 0.020, t = 2.079, p = 0.040). However, Years/Months tenure was not a 
significant contributor to the prediction of ML OC (sr2 = 0.014, t = -1.765, p = 0.080).  
The result of a linear interaction test are shown in Figure 11. The slope is postive and 
statistically significant for high tenured ML (Gradient = 0.758, t = 3.416, p = 0.001).  
 
Figure 11. Interaction effect of Millennial cohort tenure on the P-O fit – OC relationship. 
The slope is also positive and statistically significant, although less so, for low tenured 
ML (Gradient = 0.312, t = 3.355, p = 0.001). The analysis indicated that the slope of the OC – 
POF relationship increased by 0.140 for each additional tenured year of the average ML 
respondent. A comparison of the high and low tenure slopes show that high tenure ML cohort 
















O fit score (5.092). This analysis further confirmed that higher tenure results in higher P-O fit 
scores (+0.856) for the ML cohort. In other words, the ML cohort values congruence perceptions 
(P-O fit) increased incrementally with tenure and resulted in higher OC. 
Additional linear regression analysis was conducted including a number of control 
variables that were not hypothesized (gender, race, education, workforce sector, organization 
size, professional level, job status, and compensation). P-O fit continued to be a positive and 
significant indicator of OC variation (p = 0.001). Tenure also continued to be significant (p = 
0.054). The Job Status control variable was also significant (p = 0.008) and contributed to 
explaining additional variation in OC for the ML cohort. The adjusted R2 value rose from 0.403 
to 0.432 indicating that the addition of the Job Status control variable along with the other two 
predictors (TENxPOF and Years/Months) improved the model more than would be expected by 
chance. The findings supported acceptance of H3c. 
Combined generational cohorts (H4). A multiple regression analysis was performed 
between OC (DV), P-O fit (IV), and Tenure (Moderator) for all generational cohorts combined. 
A strong positive relationship between P-O fit and OC when moderated by tenure was reflected 
in an adjusted R2 = 0.452, indicating that 45.2% of the variance in all generational cohorts 
combined OC was predicted by its linear relationship with P-O fit when moderated by tenure. 
Each of the tested variables was a significant contributor to the combined generational cohorts’ 
OC, namely, PO fit (sr2 = 0.0908, t = 7.711, p = 0.000), TEN x POF (sr2 = 0.0179, t = 3.429, p = 
0.001), and Year/Months tenure (sr2 = 0.016, t = - 3.237, p = 0.001).  
The result of a linear interaction test are shown in Figure 12. The slope is postive and 
statistically significant for all high tenured generational cohorts when observed as a combined 
group (Gradient = 0.906, t = 5.559, p = 0.000). The slope is also positive and statistically 
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significant, although less so, for all low tenured Generational cohorts when oserved as a 
combined group (Gradient = 0.382, t = 8.547, p = 0.000). 
 
Figure 12. Interaction effect of all generational cohorts tenure on the P-O fit – OC relationship. 
 
The analysis indicated that the slope of the OC – POF relationship increased by 0.084 for 
each additional tenured year of the average respondent when obeserved as a member of all 
generational cohorts combined. A comparison of the high and low tenure slopes showed that all 
cohort members (as a group) with high tenure have higher P-O fit score (6.151) compared to all 
cohort members (as a group) with low tenure P-O fit score (5.418). This analysis confirms that 
higher tenure results in higher P-O fit scores (0.733) for all cohort member when observed as a 
combined group. In other words, the values congruence perceptions (P-O fit) of all cohort 
members combined increased incrementally with tenure and resulted in higher OC. 
Additional multiple linear regression analysis was conducted including a number of 
















organization size, professional level, job status, and compensation). P-O fit continued to be a 
positive and significant indicator of OC variation (p = 0.000). Tenure also continued to be 
significant (p = 0.004). The Job Status control variable was also significant (p = 0.017) and 
contributed to explaining additional variation in OC for all cohorts when observed as a combined 
group. The adjusted R2 value rose from 0.452 to 0.459 indicating that the addition of the Job 
Status control variable improved the model more than would be expected by chance. The 
findings supported acceptance of H4. 
ANOVA: Equality of P-O fit Means – generational cohorts 
In order to investigate the H5, equality of means for the P-O fit variable among all 
generational cohorts, SPSS was used to compare P-O fit means and examine variance. ANOVA 
data are documented in Appendix D.  
Mean comparison (H5). P-O fit was the independent variable and was measured with a 
four-item instrument on a seven-point Likert scale with a minimum value of 1 and maximum 
value of 7. The means of the four items were averaged prior to comparison. The averaged mean 
value for all three generational cohorts combined (N = 360) was M = 5.6097, SD = 1.2966. The 
averaged mean values for each generational cohort individually are shown in Table 11. The 
result of this initial comparison showed minor statistical mean values congruence differences 





Comparison of the generational cohorts P-O fit means 
 Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Baby Boomer 5.6009 109 1.25283 0.12000 
Generation X 5.6271 120 1.31531 0.12007 
Millennial 5.6011 131 1.32461 0.11573 
Note: All generational cohorts combined (N = 360): M = 5.6097, SD = 1.2966 
 
Mean differences (H5). To further investigate the findings of the initial means 
comparison, an ANOVA was conducted using the P-O fit and All Generational Cohorts 
variables. Table 12 illustrates the findings of the ANOVA (F = 0.016, p = 0.984). The findings 
showed there is no significant difference between the P-O fit means of the three generational 
cohorts. 
Table 12. 






Square F Sig. 
Between 
Groups 
Combined 0.054 2 0.027 0.016 0.984 
Linearity 0.000 1 0.000 0.000 0.993 
Deviation from 
Linearity 0.054 1 0.054 0.032 0.858 
Within 
Groups  603.487 357 1.690     
Total  603.541 359       
 
 Studies that specifically addressed the similarities of means between the three examined 
generational cohorts are not well represented in the literature. However, in one such example, 
Meriac et al. (2010) examined generational differences in work ethic among the BB, GX, and 
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ML cohorts, specifically looking at scale measurement equivalience (defined as the probability 
that stratified groups of individuals would attain the same mean scores on a given scale). The 
authors examined seven dimensions of generational work ethic differences drawn from multiple 
data sets (N = 1,860) (Meriac et al., 2010). While they found some indication of generational 
cohort mean score similarities within each of the seven examined dimensions, they concluded 
there are at least moderate differences among the various dimensions of work ethics among the 
BB, GX, and ML cohorts (Meriac et al., 2010). The current study’s values congruence mean 
score comparison findings were contrary to Meriac et al.’s (2010) findings in that they showed 
there is P-O fit scale mean score homogeneity among the BB, GX, and ML cohorts.  
Summary of Analysis and Findings 
The analysis of the data produced adequate findings to address the four research 
questions and test the nine hypotheses. In summary, the analysis showed that the sample was 
approximately representative of the United States workforce’s three predominant generational 
cohorts. Additionally, the analysis showed that BB cohort P-O fit accounted for greater OC 
variance than that of both the GX and ML cohorts; and, that the GX cohort P-O fit accounted for 
greater OC variance than that of the ML cohort. Also, the analysis indicated that the GX and ML 
cohorts’ gender, job status, organization size, and tenure explain additional variance in OC when 
included as control variables along with the IV, P-O fit. However, none of the control variables 
were significant in accounting for additional OC variance for the BB cohort. Further, higher 
tenure among the GX and ML cohorts contributed to additional positive variance in OC, but 
higher tenure resulted in negligible OC variance change for the BB cohort. Finally, the analysis 
produced a comparison of the P-O fit mean scores for the three generational cohorts that 
indicated minor difference in mean values among all three cohorts. 
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Table 13 presents a summation of the analysis and findings for the nine hypotheses that 









H1a Stronger P-O fit perception leads to stronger Organizational 
Commitment for Baby Boomer employees. 
Adj R2 = 0.543 
F = 129.212 
p = 0.000 
N/A Positive, significant relationship 
54.3% of BB cohort OC variance explained by 
P-O fit. Hypothesis supported. 
H1b Stronger P-O fit perception leads to stronger Organizational 
Commitment for Generation X employees. 
 
Adj R2 = 0.415 
F = 85.531 
p = 0.000 
N/A Positive, significant relationship 
41.5% of GX cohort OC variance explained by 
P-O fit. Hypothesis supported. 
H1c Stronger P-O fit perception leads to stronger Organizational 
Commitment for Millennial employees.  
 
Adj R2 = 0.384 
F = 82.116 
p = 0.000 
N/A Positive, significant relationship 
38.4% of ML cohort OC variance explained by 
P-O fit. Hypothesis supported. 
H2  Stronger P-O fit perception leads to stronger organizational 
commitment for all three generational cohort employees. 
 
Adj R2 = 0.437 
F = 279.390 
p = 0.000 
N/A Positive, significant relationship 
43.7% of all combined cohort OC variance 
explained by P-O fit. Hypothesis supported. 
H3a Tenure moderates the strength of the relationship between P-O 
fit perception and Organizational Commitment for Baby Boomer 
employees. 
Adj R2 = 0.536 
F = 42.652 
p = 0.000 
sr2 = 0.001 
t = 0.563 
p = 0.574 
Positive, significant 
relationship 
between IV and DV. 
MV not significant. 
 
53.6% of BB cohort OC variance explained by 
P-O fit, however, the moderator was not 
significant. Hypothesis not supported. 
H3b Tenure moderates the strength of the relationship between P-O 
fit perception and Organizational Commitment for Generation X 
employees.  
Adj R2 = 0.442 
F = 32.419 
p = 0.000 
sr2 = 0.034 
t = 2.710 
p = 0.008 
Positive, significant 
relationship 
between IV and DV. 
MV significant. 
 
44.2% of GX cohort OC variance explained by 
P-O fit when moderated by Tenure. Hypothesis 
supported. 
H3c Tenure moderates the strength of the relationship between P-O 
fit perception and Organizational Commitment for Millennial 
employees.  
Adj R2 = 0.536 
F = 42.652 
p = 0.000 
sr2 = 0.020 
t = 2.079 
p = 0.04 
Positive, significant 
relationship 
between IV and DV. 
MV significant. 
 
40.3% of ML cohort OC variance explained by 
P-O fit when moderated by Tenure. Hypothesis 
supported. 
H4  Tenure moderates the strength of the relationship between P-O 
fit perception and Organizational Commitment for all generational 
cohort employees. 
Adj R2 = 0.452 
F = 30.287 
p = 0.000 
sr2 = 0.0179 
t = 3.429 
p = 0.001 
Positive, significant 
relationship 
between IV and DV. 
MV significant. 
 
45.2% of all combined cohort OC variance 
explained by P-O fit when moderated by 
Tenure. Hypothesis supported. 
H5 There are no significant Values Congruence differences among 
Baby Boomer, Generation X, and Millennial generational cohort 
employees. 
F = 0.016 




ANOVA confirms there are no values 
congruence (P-O fit) differences among the 








5 CHAPTER 5 – CONCLUSIONS, LIMITATIONS, AND FUTURE RESEARCH 
This study makes a contribution to the understanding of workforce generational 
differences. The three generational cohorts that comprise the preponderance of the United States 
workforce were sampled to investigate how their values congruence perceptions and 
organizational commitment might be correlated and moderated by increasing years of tenure. 
The findings of this research have significant implications for both academia and practice. 
While the extant literature and this study document the existence of cohort-based 
generational differences, this investigation answers an increasing call from scholars for research 
that strengthens the theoretical foundation and understanding of the workforce generational 
differences phenomenon (Parry & Urwin, 2017; Campbell et al., 2017). Parry and Urwin (2017) 
suggested an approach for future research methodology where generational cohort differences 
are examined with more thoughtful consideration of employee value-based perceptions and less 
reliance on a priori assumptions about the generational cohorts. Additionally, Campbell et al. 
(2017) stated, “It is important for organizations to consider more than simple [birth year] 
generational membership when trying to understand workers” (p. 137). This study answers those 
recommendations with the operationalization of a theoretical framework linking Generations, 
Person-Organization fit, and Organizational Commitment theories. The framework is based on 
the P-O fit research of Kristof (1996) and Firfiray and Mayo (2017); the OC employee-
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organization research of Mowday et al. (1982), McGee and Ford (1987), Allen and Meyer 
(1990), and Meyer and Allen (1991); and the generations research of Mannheim (1952) and 
Ryder (1965). This collection of seminal literature was foundational to a construct developed to 
examine differences among three workforce generational cohorts.  
This chapter revisits the four research questions and associated hypotheses presented in 
Chapter 2 in light of the Chapter 4 data analyses and findings. Next, it discusses the implications 
of the findings to facilitate a better understanding of generational differences. Following the 
discussion, a number of limitations are presented, and finally, several areas for future research 
are proposed.  
Research Questions and Hypotheses  
Questions 1 and 2 address the relationship between the DV and the IV and questions 3 
and 4 address the moderating influence of tenure on the DV – IV relationship. Each research 
question and hypothesis is restated in Tables 14 and 15.  
The results of the simple linear regression analysis for H1a, H1b, H1c, and H2 show that 
when workforce employees have favorable value congruence perceptions between their personal 
values and those of their organization, the OC outcome is positive, significant, and predictive 
(54.3% of BB, 41.5% of GX, 38.4% of ML and 43.7% of the combined cohorts). The initial 
analysis indicates homogeneity within each cohort and a distinct difference in the amount of 
variance between the cohorts when the observation is limited to the effect of P-O fit on OC 
outcomes. Further, regression analysis shows that three of eight tested control variables (gender, 
job status, and organization size) also have a positive and significant effect on OC variance for 





Research questions and hypotheses 1 and 2 – the linear relationship between P-O fit and OC 
Research question 1 – Is the relationship 
between P-O fit perception and 
Organizational Commitment the same 




H1a Stronger P-O fit perception leads to stronger 
Organizational Commitment for Baby Boomer 
employees. 
 
H1b Stronger P-O fit perception leads to stronger 
Organizational Commitment for Generation X 
employees. 
 
H1c Stronger P-O fit perception leads to stronger 




Research question 2 – Is the relationship 
between P-O fit perception and 
Organizational Commitment the same for 
all three generational cohorts combined?  
 
 
H2  Stronger P-O fit perception leads to stronger 
organizational commitment for all three 
generational cohort employees. 
 
 
These results uniquely compare the three preponderant United States workforce 
generational cohorts and build upon the findings of a number of similar P-O fit and OC studies in 
the literature. Kristof-Brown (2005) conducted a meta-analysis of 172 studies and 836 effect 
sizes and found that values congruence was the most popular defining and significant 
operationalizaion of P-O fit. Additionally, Kyndt et al. (2009) sampled 349 employees from 57 
organizations. The authors studied high potential employees to measure the value they placed on 
professional development and its influence on retention (Kyndt et al., 2009). Curtis and Wright 
found that employees with favorable values congruence perceptions are more likely to continue 
employment (as cited by Kyndt et al., 2009). Finally, Valentine et al. (2002) studied 304 young 
working adults, finding that P-O fit was postively and strongly correlated to OC.  
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These finding also support a number of previous studies that show variables other than 
generational cohort influence OC outcomes. In their meta-analsis, Ayhan, Sarier, and Uysal 
(2011) found that gender among teachers influenced OC outcomes. Bellou, Rigopoulou, and 
Kehagias (2015) also found that women, more than men, place greater emphasis on values 
congruence in terms of career advancement and inclusive decision making. Additionally, Lee 
and Johnson (1991) found that part-time employees have less OC than full-time employees. 
Finally, Sommer, Seung-Hyun, and Luthans (1996) studied 1,192 Korean employees among 27 
firms, finding that as organization size increased it resulted in a negative linear relationship with 
OC.  
Table 15 revisits research questions 3 and 4 with the respective hypotheses. These four 
hypotheses examine the same relationship between the IV and the DV (as addressed in questions 
1 and 2) in order to observe the moderating influence of tenure. As with the first four hypotheses, 





Research questions and hypotheses –moderating influence of tenure on P-O fit and OC 
Research question 3 – Does the strength 
of the P-O fit perception – Organizational 
Commitment relationship within each of 
the three generational cohorts change 
uniformly as organizational tenure 
increases?  
 
H3a Tenure moderates the strength of the 
relationship between P-O fit perception and 
Organizational Commitment for Baby Boomer 
employees. 
 
H3b Tenure moderates the strength of the 
relationship between P-O fit perception and 
Organizational Commitment for Generation X 
employees.  
 
H3c Tenure moderates the strength of the 
relationship between P-O fit perception and 




Research Question 4 – Does the strength 
of the P-O fit perception – Organizational 
Commitment relationship of all three 
generational cohorts combined change 




H4  Tenure moderates the strength of the 
relationship between P-O fit perception and 




The findings show that when each generational cohort’s P-O fit – OC linear relationship 
is observed individually, tenure has a significant moderating influence for GX (p = 0.008), a 
marginal influence for ML (p = 0.040), and no significant influence for BB (p = 0.574). Further 
investigation with the use of a two-way linear interaction effects estimating tool provides 
additional understanding. The results confirm that as tenure increases, it continues to influence 
the P-O fit – OC relationship. However, the slope gradients for high-tenured GX (0.926, p = 
0.000) and MLs (0.758, p = 0.001) were greater than for that of BBs (0.705, p = 0.000). Thus, 
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increasing tenure has a more significant influence on the GX and ML cohorts than on the BB 
cohort.  
Given the initial findings for H1a, H1b, and H1c with the introduction of eight additional 
control variables, further regression analysis was also conducted for H3a, H3b, and H3c using the 
same variables. The findings are similar. None of the additional control variables significantly 
change OC variance of the BB cohort when included with tenure as a moderator. However, the 
additional analysis of the GX and ML cohorts did show that the same three control variables 
(gender, job status, and organization size) have a positive and significant effect on OC variance 
when included with tenure as a moderator. Based on the analysis of these three hypotheses, 
tenure and other control variables appears to have no significant moderating effect on the BB 
generational cohort. However, tenure does have a positive significant effect within the GX and 
ML cohorts. Additionally, gender, job status, and organization size explain further positive OC 
variance within the GX and ML cohorts.  
These results support the recent arguments of many scholars to reconsider the use of age-
based generational cohort stereotypes that are based on a priori assumptions. For example, 
employees in the BB cohort are typically stereotyped as having a stronger sense of loyalty than 
the younger generational cohorts (Eschleman et al., 2017). A stereotyping example from the 
literature is found in North and Fiske (2015) who studied intergenerational tensions in the 
workforce. The authors stated that “older workers tend to be better than younger ones [at] 
offering…company loyalty, and general conscientiousness” (North & Fiske, 2015, p. 162). Some 
argue that loyalty is not synonymous with commitment. However, noted OC scholars Meyer and 
Allen (1991) equate the two terms in their explanation of normative organizational commitment. 
Additional studies further refute the stereotypical notion that the BB cohort has a greater sense of 
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loyalty. Wright and Bonett (2002) conducted a meta-analysis of 27 studies representing a total of 
3,630 employees. The authors’ primary finding was that the “commitment-performance 
correlation decays exponentially as a function of tenure” (Wright & Bonett, 2002, p. 1188). 
Additionally, both Rhodes (1983) and Kumar (2019) found that OC does not increase as 
employees progress chronologically (increased tenure assumed) through career stages.  
Given the mixed findings for the BB cohort, hypothesis 3a is not supported. However, 
hypotheses 3b, 3c, and 4 are supported.  
The findings of the first eight hypotheses further confirm the literature that suggests 
organizations can benefit from efforts to understand workforce personal values and seek ways to 
optimize values congruence between the employees and the organization. Additionally, it is clear 
that factors other than generational cohort influence OC. The findings show that P-O fit, gender, 
job status, organization size, and tenure also contribute to positive OC outcomes. Further, the 
findings show that P-O fit – OC relationship is more significant for BB and GX employees when 
compared to ML employees. However, for the BB cohort, higher tenure was not significant. 
Finally, the findings show that tenure does have a positive moderating effect on additional OC 
variance for the GX and ML cohorts. Therefore, one can surmise that as GX and ML employees 
age, their OC will increase as tenure increases and that as BB employees age, their OC will 
essentially remain constant as tenure increases. 
In addition to the four research questions and their eight associated hypotheses, a final 
null hypothesis was tested with a one-way ANOVA among the three cohorts:  
H5 There are no significant values congruence differences among Baby Boomer, 
Generation X, and Millennial generational cohort employees. 
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This hypothesis singles out P-O fit and the four-item scale used for its measurement. The 
mean P-O fit scores for each of the generational cohorts are examined. The ANOVA shows that 
the average mean scores for each generational cohort’s P-O fit is similar and that the maximum 
average mean difference among the P-O fit scores of the three generational cohorts is 0.026 (f = 
0.02, p = 0.98) indicating that when averaged, the values congruence perceptions of the three 
generational cohorts are similar. This finding seems to indicate there is homogeneity among the 
three generational cohorts as one combined group. At a minimum, the finding provides further 
evidence that the individual generational cohorts should not be observed as monolithic, age-
based groups without controlling for additional variables.  
These results are not consistent with other studies in the literature where the P-O fit of 
generational groups are compared. For example, Swider et al. (2015) found clear differences in 
the environmental and social values congruence perceptions among younger individuals. Further, 
Firfiray and Mayo (2017) found that MLs valued the importance of strong P-O fit perception 
more than GX students. Stark and Poppler (2018), citing Twenge and Campbell, and Lyons and 
Kuron argued that the value systems of individuals are developed at an early stage in life. Those 
values are influenced by parents, peers, geopolitical events, and other factors suggesting that 
groups of people exposed to similar life events during similar time periods are likely to develop 
similar values (Stark & Poppler, 2018; Mannheim, 1952).  
Therefore, the P-O fit (values congruence) scale used in this study is revisited to better 
understand its usefulness for this study. The intent of this study was to examine the values 
congruence perceptions of three generational cohorts and oberve the interaction of those 
perceptions on commitment to the organization. To that end, the Netemeyer et al. (1997) scale 
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was selected because of its design to measure supplementary fit (explained below) and its 
prevelant validity in the literature.  
The Netemeyer et al. (1997) P-O fit scale consists of four items that pose subjective 
questions intended to measure an individual’s perception of personal values congruence with 
their organzation’s values in terms of honesty, fairness, and concern for others. The data analysis 
shows the scale to be highly reliable (α = 0.875) and the CITC values also indicate high 
reliablity. However, as previously stated, Briggs and Cheek (1986) suggested CITC values 
greater than 0.50 may indicate that items within the scale are redundant. In order to reconsider 
this study’s operationalization of the P-O fit scale, the following additional research indicates the 
scale was suitable.  
In her highly cited work, Person-Organization Fit: An Integrative Review of its 
Conceptualizations, Measurement, and Implications, Kristof (1996) described two distinctions of 
scales for measuring P-O fit. First, “supplementary fit” describes a person’s internal comparison 
of common charateristics (e.g values); second, “complementary fit” occurs when a person’s 
characteristics contribute a necessary element to an environement (Kristof, 1996). Boxx et al. 
posited that scales designed to measure “supplementary fit” are “the most frequently used 
operationalization” because of their measurement of values congruence between the person and 
the organization (as cited in Kristof, 1996). Kristof (1996) continued by pointing out that P-O fit 
measurements, like other constructs, are determined based on the specific research questions at 
hand. The primary focus of the research questions for the current study address the person and 
organization values congruence differences among three generational cohorts. To analyze H5, the 
implications of the P-O fit measurement are limited to a comparison of the mean scores of the 
values congruence of three generational cohorts. Therefore, based on Kristof’s (1996) definition 
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of a supplementary fit scale (an internal comparison of values), the Netemeyer et al. (1997) P-O 
fit scale is relevant. This P-O fit scale has extensive operationalization in the literature both in 
conjunction with and independent of the Mowday et al. (1979) OCQ. Since the current study’s 
research questions necessitated a scale to measure an employee’s person and organization values 
congruence perceptions, the P-O fit scale used for this study is suitable and the comparison of 
means of the three generational cohorts is a useful and interesting result.   
Theoretical Implications 
This study utilizes a framework composed of three theoretical constructs: Generations, 
Organizational Commitment, and Person – Organization fit. Both OC and P-O fit have been 
widely operationalized in the literature to examine the values congruence and commitment levels 
of those in private, nonprofit, and government organizations. Many of the findings of this study 
are consistent with an extensive body of knowledge dedicated to each of these two theoretical 
constructs. Based on the relevance of the collected data, the current study adds further validity to 
these constructs and their usefulness for understanding the interactions between organizations 
and individuals from multiple generations. This study shows that generational cohorts cannot be 
examined as monolithic groups without consideration of variables that are not related to a 
person’s age. Additionally, the findings show that P-O fit, tenure, and a number of other 
variables are positive, significant contributors to OC outcomes for the GX and ML cohorts but 
not for the BB cohort.  
In addition to further contributing to the validity of theoretical constructs, the 
fundamental theoretical implication of this research is connected to a recognition of the study’s 
purpose: a contribution to the understanding of workforce generational differences. In Chapter 1, 
the research context includes a discussion titled “Theoretical Fracture.” Lyons and Kuron (2014) 
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argued that the theoretical underpinnings for workplace generational differences research is 
“fractured, contradictory, and fraught with methodological inconsistencies that make 
generalizations difficult” (p. S139). This study compares generational differences in the 
workforce with an emphasis on the use of a theoretically grounded framework and without 
reliance on a priori assumptions about the generational cohorts. The findings show that while 
there are differences among the generations with regard to the strength of the linear relationship 
between P-O fit and OC, and also show the moderating effect of tenure on the differences, the 
findings also show that 360 respondents divided among three generational cohorts had very 
similar values congruence perceptions responses. This was shown in the H5 equality of means 
comparison, where three generational cohorts with birth years ranging from 1946 to 1996 
crossed generational cohort age-based boundaries and produced scores that suggests values 
congruence perception homogeneity among three cohorts. This finding supports Campbell et 
al.’s (2017) suggestion that generational cohorts may or may not have values alignment 
consistent with their age-based delineations. Finally, the findings of the current study support 
Parry and Urwin (2017), who questioned the validity of making inferences about age-based 
generational cohorts without controlling for numerous additional variables. This study steers 
away from such assumptions and finds that not only can the generations have similar values 
congruence perceptions, but also that additional variables such as gender, job status, organization 
size, and tenure can influence the strength of the relationship between P-O fit and OC, regardless 
of generational cohort.   
Conclusions 
The purpose of this study was to investigate the generational differences phenomenon 
through the lenses of relevant theories in order to contribute additional evidence that helps to 
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explain generational differences. The findings of this study improve our understanding of 
generational differences in a number of ways. First, it shows the value of an empirical 
examination of generational differences without consideration of a prior assumption about 
generational, age-based cohorts. Second, the findings show there are differences in OC outcomes 
when measuring P-O fit among each of the three predominant United States workforce 
generational cohorts. Third, this study highlights the importance of controlling for additional 
variables when researching differences among the generational cohorts. Fourth, the data analysis 
shows that increasing tenure moderates the relationship between P-O fit and OC for the GX and 
ML cohorts. However, increasing tenure does not moderate the BB cohort P-O fit – OC 
relationship. Finally, notwithstanding evidence of generational differences, this study shows that 
the generational cohorts have similarities. The comparison of P-O fit mean scores for the three 
generational cohorts produced results that show homogeneity of values congruence perceptions.   
Limitations 
This research has a number of limitations that must be noted.  
Sample plan. While a non-probability stratified convenience sample is expedient, its 
representativeness of an entire population is not guaranteed. This study stratifies the United 
States workforce into three generational cohorts based on age-based date ranges defined in the 
literature. While the three examined cohorts account for the majority of the workforce, the “Post-
Millennial” generation currrently makes up approximately 9% to 10% of the total workforce and 
therefore inferences about the entire workforce population cannot be assumed (Desilver, 2020). 
Additionally, a review of the the Chapter 4 frequency table shows that there were approximately 
3% more female than male respondents. However, Baby Boomer and Millennial women are 
over-represented and Generation X women are underrepresented when compared to the current 
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United State workforce population (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2018). It is unclear if this is due 
to career stages and/or work-life balance priorities. For example, Millennial women may be less 
likely to have children in the home and Baby Boomer women may be more likely to have adult 
children (Lyons & Schweitzer, 2017). On the other hand, Generation X women may be more 
likely to be in a life stage where children are a work-life balance priority (Firfiray & Mayo, 
2017). Given that the survey required current employment with an organization, this may have 
limited the number of Generation X female responses.  
External validity. Given that the sample is taken from a large cross-section of 
companies, government, and nonprofit organizations, the findings may not be generalizable to 
specific industries, groups, non-profit, or government organizations. Also, the sample is taken 
from the United States workforce population and, therefore, the findings may not be 
generalizable to the workforces in other countries. While numerous similar studies have 
collected data in a similar manner and are shown to have similar results, the validity of this study 
is limited to the specified data population.  
Generational cohorts disparity. This study uses generational cohort date period 
definitions found in the literature but it is important to note the start and end dates of those 
definitions are not universally agreed (Costanza et al., 2012). Additionally, 17% of respondents 
indicated they do not identify with a particular generation. The significance of that finding is not 
clear and is not an intended focus of this study.  
Future Research 
 This study brings to light a number of opportunities for future research. Given the 
findings of the current study and other recent literature, it is possible that cross-generational 
cohort similarities may occur in some workforce attitudinal behaviors. Lyons and Schweitzer 
 
 97 
(2017), Rudolph and Zacher (2017), and Joshi et al. (2011) found a generationally diverse group 
of people with similar organizational tenure may develop a non-age based generational identity 
that is contrary to the stereotypical generational cohort descriptors. In further support of that 
thought, the survey instrument used for this study includes a demographic question, “What 
generation do you identify with?” Seventeen percent (N=62) of respondents answer that they do 
not identify with a specific generation. Given that data point and the arbitrary and inconsistent 
nature of generational cohort cutoff dates, additional generational identity research may be useful 
to better understand individual perceptions about generational membership and its influence on 
workforce attitudes and resultant behavioral outcomes. Additional theoretically-grounded 
generational identity research may improve understanding of how individuals view themselves in 
the context of their common location, experiences, and station in life as Mannheim (1928/1952) 
might have envisioned. Additionally, the findings suggest that BB high tenured employees may 
have a lesser P-O fit – OC relationship rate of change when compared to the other two 
generational cohorts. As noted in this study, several researchers have found that tenure does not 
lead to stronger OC, and in some cases, it was shown to have a negative correlation to OC 
(Wright & Bonett, 2002; Kumar, 2019). Given the conflicting results of this study, it may be 
worth exploring the question, “When does tenure no longer contribute to positive OC outcomes 
among the generational cohorts and why does this happen?” Finally, this study adds validity to a 
growing call among many workforce and generational research scholars to reconsider the 
categorization of the generations by birth-date ranges and return to a more theoretically grounded 
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6 Appendix A 
Survey Instrument 
 
Q1 I voluntarily agree to participate in this study. I understand that I can withdraw from the 
study at any time without penalty and that I can decline to answer any questions without 
prejudice to me.  I also understand that any information obtained from me during the course of 
my participation will remain confidential and will be used solely for research purposes. Please 
select Yes or No. 
o Yes   
o No   
 
Q2 Do you commit to providing your thoughtful and honest answers to the questions in this 
survey? 
o I will provide my best answers   
o I will not provide my best answers   
o I can't promise either way   
 
Q3 Thank you for agreeing to participate in this survey.  
 
This survey will ask 19 questions. Each question has seven choices ranging from 
"Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree." In addition to the survey questions, a number of 
descriptive questions are asked in order to collect context data. The intent of this survey is to 
understand your perception of the compatibility of your personal values with those of your 
current organization and how that perception might influence your commitment to the 
organization. Before starting the survey, please review the definitions of these two terms: 
Organization – your firm, company, corporation, government institution, or nonprofit where you 
are presently employed. 
Values – your sense of making a contribution to society through a concern for others, the 
environment, and adherence to regulatory and legal standards.   
 
Q4 Current Age  _____ 
 




Q6 Years and months of membership in current organization. 
o Years  _____ 
o Months  _____ 
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One  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
 
Q11 I am willing to put in a great deal of effort beyond that normally expected in order to help 
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One o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
 
Q20 I am extremely glad that I chose this organization to work for, over others I was considering 






















One o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
 


























Q22 Often, I find it difficult to agree with this organization's policies on important matters 






















One  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
 
 
Q23 I really care about the fate of this organization.  
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Q26 Which Generation do you most identify with?  
o Baby Boomer  
o Generation X  
o Millennial  
o I do not identify with a specific Generation  
 
Q27 Gender 
o Male  
o Female   
o Other  _______________ 
 
Q28 Race 
o White    
o Black or African American     
o American Indian or Alaska Native    
o Chinese, Filipino, Asian Indian, Vietnamese, Korean, Japanese, Other Asian   
o Native Hawaiian, Samoan, Chamorro, Another Pacific Islander     
o Some other race     
 
Q29 In addition to Race, do you identify as Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish? 
o Yes     
o No    
 
Q30 Workforce Sector 
o Private Industry   
o Government Industry   
 
 120 
o Nonprofit Industry   
 
Q31 Organization Size 
o Fewer than 100 employees   
o 100 to 499 employees   
o 500 to 999 employees   
o 1,000 to 2,000 employees   
o More than 2,000 employees   
 
Q32 Professional Level 
o Hourly Employee   
o Supervisor   
o Manager  
o Executive   
 
Q33 Job Status 
o Temporary   
o Part-Time   
o Full-Time   
 
Q34 Compensation 
o Hourly   




Q35 Education Level 
o High School   
o Some College   
o Bachelor's Degree  
o Post Graduate Work   
o Master's Degree   
o PhD or Equivalent  
 
Q36 Military Veteran Status 
o Active Duty   
o Prior Military   
o Retired Military   





7 Appendix B 
Table 16. 
Simple Linear Regression Data – Hypotheses H1a, H1b, H1c 
 
Model Summaryb 
Gen Cohort R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error of the 
Estimate 
BB .740a 0.547 0.543 0.70209 
GX .648a 0.420 0.415 0.75692 
ML .624a 0.389 0.384 0.77173 
a. Predictors: (Constant), P-O Fit  
b. Dependent Variable: OC 
 
ANOVAa 





Regression 63.692 1 63.692 129.212 .000b 
Residual 52.743 107 0.493     
Total 116.435 108       
GX 
Regression 49.003 1 49.003 85.531 .000b 
Residual 67.606 118 0.573     
Total 116.609 119       
ML 
Regression 48.906 1 48.906 82.116 .000b 
Residual 76.829 129 0.596     
Total 125.734 130       
a. Dependent Variable: OC 









Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 
t Sig. 
B Std. Error Beta 
BB 
(Constant) 1.493 0.309  4.826 0.000 
P-O fit 0.613 0.054 0.740 11.367 0.000 
GX 
(Constant) 2.255 0.305  7.399 0.000 
P-O fit 0.488 0.053 0.648 9.248 0.000 
ML 
(Constant) 2.127 0.294  7.234 0.000 
P-O fit 0.463 0.051 0.624 9.062 0.000 
a. Dependent Variable: OC 
Residuals Statisticsa 
Gen Cohort Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N 
BB 
Predicted 
Value 2.1064 5.7842 4.9266 0.76795 109 
Residual -2.15826 2.54731 0.00000 0.69883 109 
Std. Predicted 
Value -3.672 1.117 0.000 1.000 109 
Std. Residual -3.074 3.628 0.000 0.995 109 
GX 
Predicted 
Value 2.8651 5.6704 5.0006 0.64171 120 
Residual -1.80370 2.99174 0.00000 0.75373 120 
Std. Predicted 
Value -3.328 1.044 0.000 1.000 120 
Std. Residual -2.383 3.953 0.000 0.996 120 
ML 
Predicted 
Value 2.5901 5.3683 4.7206 0.61335 131 
Residual -2.04226 2.40991 0.00000 0.76876 131 
Std. Predicted 
Value -3.474 1.056 0.000 1.000 131 
Std. Residual -2.646 3.123 0.000 0.996 131 






Simple Linear Regression Data – Hypothesis H2 
Model Summaryb 
R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error of the 
Estimate 
.662a 0.438 0.437 0.75578 
a. Predictors: (Constant), P-O Fit  
b. Dependent Variable: OC 
 
ANOVAa 




Regression 159.590 1 159.590 279.390 .000b 
Residual 204.492 358 0.571   
Total 364.082 359    
a. Dependent Variable: OC 




Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig. 
 B Std. Error Beta 
(Constant) 1.992 0.177  11.245 0.000 
P-O fit 0.514 0.031 0.662 16.715 0.000 
a. Dependent Variable: OC 
 
Residuals Statisticsa 
 Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N 
Predicted Value 2.5059 5.5912 4.8763 0.66674 360 
Residual -2.16276 3.18945 0.00000 0.75473 360 
Std. Predicted Value -3.555 1.072 0.000 1.000 360 
Std. Residual -2.862 4.220 0.000 0.999 360 













Simple Linear Regression Data – Hypotheses H1a, H1b, H1c Robustness Checks 
Model Summaryb 
Gen Cohort R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error of the 
Estimate 
BB .756a 0.572 0.533 0.70980 
GX .685c 0.469 0.426 0.75003 
ML .672d 0.452 0.411 0.75486 
a. Predictors: (Constant), P-O Fit  
b. Dependent Variable: OC 
 
ANOVAa 





Regression 66.558 9 7.395 14.679 .000b 
Residual 49.877 99 0.504 
  
Total 116.435 108 
   
GX 
Regression 54.729 9 6.081 10.810 .000c 
Residual 61.880 110 0.563   
Total 116.609 119    
ML 
Regression 56.787 9 6.310 11.073 .000d 
Residual 68.947 121 0.570   
Total 125.734 130    
a. Dependent Variable: OC 
b. Predictors: (Constant), P-O fit, Education Level, Gender, Org Size, Race, Job Status, Professional Level, 
Workforce Sector, Compensation        
c. Predictors: (Constant), P-O fit, Education Level, Gender, Org Size, Race, Job Status, Professional Level, 
Workforce Sector, Compensation        
d. Predictors: (Constant), P-O fit, Education Level, Gender, Org Size, Race, Job Status, Professional Level, 









Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 
t Sig. 
B Std. Error Beta 
BB 
(Constant) 1.278 0.689 
 
1.855 0.067 
P-O fit 0.591 0.059 0.713 10.042 0.000 
Gender -0.081 0.154 -0.039 -0.528 0.599 
Race 0.007 0.096 0.005 0.077 0.939 
Work Sector 0.060 0.102 0.043 0.591 0.556 
Org Size -0.067 0.045 -0.105 -1.463 0.147 
Prof Level -0.126 0.091 -0.120 -1.386 0.169 
Job Status 0.216 0.161 0.098 1.345 0.182 
Compensation 0.054 0.194 0.025 0.279 0.781 
Ed Level 0.036 0.057 0.046 0.633 0.528 
GX 
(Constant) 1.914 0.737  2.598 0.011 
P-O fit 0.486 0.054 0.646 8.943 0.000 
Gender 0.342 0.151 0.163 2.261 0.026 
Race -0.041 0.064 -0.048 -0.633 0.528 
Work Sector 0.016 0.122 0.011 0.134 0.893 
Org Size -0.007 0.046 -0.011 -0.147 0.883 
Prof Level 0.130 0.086 0.141 1.507 0.135 
Job Status 0.033 0.206 0.012 0.161 0.873 
Compensation -0.090 0.186 -0.046 -0.486 0.628 
Ed Level -0.091 0.066 -0.122 -1.371 0.173 
ML 
(Constant) 0.658 0.675  0.975 0.331 
P-O fit 0.480 0.051 0.647 9.398 0.000 
Gender 0.184 0.119 0.110 1.551 0.124 
Race -0.004 0.046 -0.007 -0.096 0.924 
Work Sector -0.020 0.103 -0.014 -0.197 0.844 
Org Size -0.087 0.045 -0.136 -1.953 0.053 
Prof Level -0.058 0.075 -0.063 -0.771 0.442 
Job Status 0.454 0.180 0.176 2.518 0.013 
Compensation 0.199 0.163 0.101 1.224 0.223 
Ed Level -0.036 0.052 -0.055 -0.700 0.485 
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a. Dependent Variable: OC 
Residuals Statisticsa 




2.1722 6.0607 4.9266 0.78503 109 
Residual -1.89346 2.48816 0.00000 0.67958 109 
Std. Predicted 
Value 
-3.509 1.445 0.000 1.000 109 




3.0251 6.1847 5.0006 0.67816 120 
Residual -1.85206 2.78287 0.00000 0.72111 120 
Std. Predicted 
Value 
-2.913 1.746 0.000 1.000 120 




2.5259 5.7534 4.7206 0.66093 131 
Residual -1.65151 2.47409 0.00000 0.72826 131 
Std. Predicted 
Value 
-3.321 1.563 0.000 1.000 131 
Std. Residual -2.188 3.278 0.000 0.965 131 





Table 19.  
Simple Linear Regression Data – Hypothesis H2 Robustness Checks  
 
Model Summaryb 
R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error of the 
Estimate 
.679a 0.461 0.447 0.74897 
a. Predictors: (Constant), P-O fit, Education Level, Gender, Org Size, Race, Job Status, Professional 
Level, Workforce Sector, Compensation  
b. Dependent Variable: OC 
 
ANOVAa 




Regression 167.746 9 18.638 33.226 .000b 
Residual 196.336 350 0.561     
Total 364.082 359       
a. Dependent Variable: OC 
b. Predictors: (Constant), P-O fit, Education Level, Gender, Org Size, Race, Job Status, Professional 
Level, Workforce Sector, Compensation 
 
Coefficientsa 
 Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig. 
 B Std. Error Beta 
(Constant) 1.300 0.394 
 
3.299 0.001 
P-O fit 0.517 0.031 0.665 16.672 0.000 
Gender 0.135 0.077 0.071 1.755 0.080 
Race -0.018 0.033 -0.022 -0.549 0.583 
Work Sector 0.003 0.061 0.002 0.049 0.961 
Org Size -0.058 0.026 -0.091 -2.266 0.024 
Prof Level -0.017 0.047 -0.018 -0.358 0.721 
Job Status 0.246 0.102 0.100 2.406 0.017 
Compensation 0.062 0.101 0.031 0.615 0.539 
Education Level -0.031 0.033 -0.043 -0.943 0.347 
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 Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N 
Predicted Value 2.3664 5.8669 4.8763 0.68356 360 
Residual -2.16601 3.07356 0.00000 0.73952 360 
Std. Predicted Value -3.672 1.449 0.000 1.000 360 
Std. Residual -2.892 4.104 0.000 0.987 360 






8 Appendix C 
Table 20. 
Standard Multiple Regression Data – Hypotheses H3a, H3b, H3c 
 
Model Summaryb 
 R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error of the 
Estimate 
BB .741a 0.549 0.536 0.70698 
GX .675a 0.456 0.442 0.73946 
ML .646a 0.417 0.403 0.75969 
a. Predictors: (Constant), Tenure, P-O fit, TENxPOF 
b. Dependent Variable: OC 
 
ANOVAa 





Regression 63.954 3 21.318 42.652 .000b 
Residual 52.481 105 0.500     
Total 116.435 108       
GX 
Regression 53.180 3 17.727 32.419 .000b 
Residual 63.429 116 0.547     
Total 116.609 119       
ML 
Regression 52.439 3 17.480 30.287 .000b 
Residual 73.296 127 0.577     
Total 125.734 130       
a. Dependent Variable: OC 































(Constant) 1.813 0.594  3.051 0.003       
P-O fit 0.565 0.101 0.682 5.603 0.000 0.740 0.480 0.367 0.290 3.450 0.135 
TENxPOF 0.004 0.007 0.204 0.563 0.574 0.191 0.055 0.037 0.033 30.469 0.001 
Tenure -0.027 0.043 -0.222 -0.639 0.524 -0.027 -0.062 -0.042 0.036 27.965 0.002 
GX 
(Constant) 3.276 0.475  6.902 0.000       
P-O fit 0.318 0.081 0.423 3.909 0.000 0.648 0.341 0.268 0.401 2.493 0.072 
TENxPOF 0.019 0.007 0.747 2.710 0.008 0.226 0.244 0.186 0.062 16.186 0.034 
Tenure -0.109 0.039 -0.717 -2.757 0.007 -0.018 -0.248 -0.189 0.069 14.433 0.036 
ML 
(Constant) 2.948 0.544  5.421 0.000       
P-O fit 0.304 0.090 0.409 3.355 0.001 0.624 0.285 0.227 0.309 3.236 0.052 
TENxPOF 0.025 0.012 0.738 2.079 0.040 0.316 0.181 0.141 0.036 27.439 0.020 
Tenure -0.127 0.072 -0.592 -1.765 0.080 0.120 -0.155 -0.120 0.041 24.525 0.014 





Standard Multiple Regression Data – Hypotheses H3a, H3b, H3c (continued) 
 
Coefficient Correlationsa    
  Tenure P-O fit TENxPOF 
BB 
Correlations  
Tenure 1.000 0.827 -0.982 
P-O fit 0.827 1.000 -0.843 
TENxPOF -0.982 -0.843 1.000 
Covariances 
Tenure 0.002 0.004 0.000 
P-O fit 0.004 0.010 -0.001 
TENxPOF 0.000 -0.001 5.377E-05 
GX 
Correlations  
Tenure 1.000 0.741 -0.965 
P-O fit 0.741 1.000 -0.774 
TENxPOF -0.965 -0.774 1.000 
Covariances 
Tenure 0.002 0.002 0.000 
P-O fit 0.002 0.007 0.000 
TENxPOF 0.000 0.000 4.768E-05 
ML 
Correlations  
Tenure 1.000 0.808 -0.979 
P-O fit 0.808 1.000 -0.831 
TENxPOF -0.979 -0.831 1.000 
Covariances 
Tenure 0.005 0.005 -0.001 
P-O fit 0.005 0.008 -0.001 
TENxPOF -0.001 -0.001 1.495E-05 




Standard Multiple Regression Data – Hypotheses H3a, H3b, H3c (continued) 
Collinearity Diagnosticsa 




(Constant) P-O fit TENxPOF Tenure 
BB 
1 3.507 1.000 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
2 0.443 2.813 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 
3 0.046 8.776 0.07 0.08 0.08 0.08 
4 0.004 30.579 0.93 0.92 0.91 0.91 
GX 
1 3.570 1.000 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
2 0.374 3.090 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 
3 0.050 8.440 0.09 0.10 0.13 0.13 
4 0.006 23.825 0.90 0.89 0.85 0.85 
ML 
1 3.615 1.000 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
2 0.337 3.278 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 
3 0.044 9.024 0.09 0.11 0.06 0.06 
4 0.004 30.695 0.90 0.88 0.93 0.93 




Standard Multiple Regression Data – Hypotheses H3a, H3b, H3c (continued) 
 
Residuals Statisticsa 
  Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N 
BB 
Predicted 
Value 1.9974 5.8207 4.9266 0.76953 109 
Residual -2.18025 2.46624 0.00000 0.69709 109 
Std. Predicted 
Value -3.806 1.162 0.000 1.000 109 
Std. Residual -3.084 3.488 0.000 0.986 109 
GX 
Predicted 
Value 2.0822 6.2123 5.0006 0.66850 120 
Residual -1.80874 2.88371 0.00000 0.73008 120 
Std. Predicted 
Value -4.366 1.813 0.000 1.000 120 
Std. Residual -2.446 3.900 0.000 0.987 120 
ML 
Predicted 
Value 2.8303 5.8111 4.7206 0.63512 131 
Residual -2.04944 2.07313 0.00000 0.75087 131 
Std. Predicted 
Value -2.976 1.717 0.000 1.000 131 
Std. Residual -2.698 2.729 0.000 0.988 131 






Table 21.  
Standard Multiple Regression Data – Hypothesis H4 
 
Model Summaryb 
R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error of the 
Estimate 
.676a 0.457 0.452 0.74547 
a. Predictors: (Constant), Tenure, P-O fit, TENxPOF 
b. Dependent Variable: OC 
 
ANOVAa 




Regression 166.242 3 55.414 99.714 .000b 
Residual 197.840 356 0.556     
Total 364.082 359       
a. Dependent Variable: OC 


























(Constant) 2.749 0.291   9.461 0.000            
P-O fit 0.381 0.049 0.490 7.711 0.000 0.662 0.378 0.301 0.378 2.644 .0908 
TENxPOF 0.015 0.004 0.622 3.429 0.001 0.243 0.179 0.134 0.046 21.565 .0179 
Tenure -0.084 0.026 -0.561 -3.237 0.001 0.033 -0.169 -0.126 0.051 19.668 .0160 




Standard Multiple Regression Data – Hypothesis H4 (continued) 
 
Collinearity Diagnosticsa 




(Constant) P-O fit TENxPOF Tenure 
ALL 
1 3.530 1.000 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
2 0.418 2.905 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 
3 0.047 8.706 0.09 0.11 0.10 0.11 
4 0.005 25.679 0.90 0.88 0.88 0.88 
a. Dependent Variable: OC 
 
Residuals Statisticsa 
 Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N 
Predicted Value 2.0028 6.1860 4.8763 0.68049 360 
Residual -2.16510 3.12768 0.00000 0.74235 360 
Std. Predicted Value -4.223 1.925 0.000 1.000 360 
Std. Residual -2.904 4.196 0.000 0.996 360 
a. Dependent Variable: OC 
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Figure 14. Hypotheses H3a, H3b, H3c, and H4 regression histograms.
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Table 22.  
Standard Multiple Regression Data – Hypotheses H3a, H3b, H3c, H4 Simple Slope Analysis 
 
Two-way linear interactions effects 
 









IV 0.565 0.318 0.304 0.381 
M -0.027 -0.109 -0.127 -0.084 
Interaction 0.004 0.019 0.025 0.015 
Intercept/Constant 1.813 3.276 2.948 2.749 
Means / SDs  
of variables 
IV Mean 5.6009 5.6271 5.6011 5.6097 
IV SD 1.25283 1.31531 1.32461 1.2966 
M Mean 10.5313 9.0576 7.0076 8.7579 




IV Low Value 1 1 1 1 
IV High Value 7 7 7 7 
M Low Value 0.0833 0.1666 0.3332 0.0833 




Variance of coefficient of 
IV 
0.01 0.007 0.008 0.002 
Variance of coefficient of 
interaction 
5.38E-05 4.77E-05 1.50E-05 2.01E-05 
Covariance of coefficients 
of IV and interaction -0.001 0 0.001 0 
Sample size 109 120 131 360 
Number of control 
variables 
0 0 0 0 
Slope –  
Low TEN 
Gradient 0.565 0.321 0.312 0.382 
t-value 5.701 3.838 3.355 8.547 
p-value 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.000 
Slope –  
High TEN 
Gradient 0.705 0.926 0.758 0.906 
t-value 9.203 3.919 3.416 5.559 
p-value 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.000 
Slope 
Interaction  
OC – POF slope change 







Standard Multiple Regression Data – Hypotheses H3a, H3b, H3c Robustness Checks 
Model Summarya 
 R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error of the 
Estimate 
BB .758b 0.575 0.527 0.71402 
GX .712c 0.507 0.457 0.72928 
ML .693d 0.480 0.432 0.74098 
a. Dependent Variable: OC 
b. Predictors: (Constant), Tenure, P-O fit, TENxPOF, Education Level, Gender, Org Size, Race, Job Status, 
Professional Level, Workforce Sector, Compensation 
c. Predictors: (Constant), Tenure, P-O fit, TENxPOF, Education Level, Gender, Org Size, Race, Job Status, 
Professional Level, Workforce Sector, Compensation 
d. Predictors: (Constant), Tenure, P-O fit, TENxPOF, Education Level, Gender, Org Size, Race, Job Status, 
Professional Level, Workforce Sector, Compensation 
ANOVAa 





Regression 66.983 11 6.089 11.944 .000b 
Residual 49.452 97 0.510 
  
Total 116.435 108 
   
GX 
Regression 59.169 11 5.379 10.114 .000c 
Residual 57.440 108 0.532   
Total 116.609 119    
ML 
Regression 60.397 11 5.491 10.000 .000d 
Residual 65.338 119 0.549   
Total 125.734 130    
a. Dependent Variable: OC 
b. Predictors: (Constant), Tenure, P-O fit, TENxPOF, Education Level, Gender, Org Size, Race, Job Status, 
Professional Level, Workforce Sector, Compensation 
c. Predictors: (Constant), Tenure, P-O fit, TENxPOF, Education Level, Gender, Org Size, Race, Job Status, 
Professional Level, Workforce Sector, Compensation 
d. Predictors: (Constant), Tenure, P-O fit, TENxPOF, Education Level, Gender, Org Size, Race, Job Status, 







Coefficients t Sig. 
B Std. Error Beta 
BB 
(Constant) 1.493 0.943  1.584 0.116 
POFit 0.556 0.111 0.671 5.008 0.000 
Tenure -0.023 0.046 -0.189 -0.505 0.615 
Gender -0.094 0.156 -0.045 -0.603 0.548 
Race 0.022 0.098 0.016 0.223 0.824 
Workforce Sector 0.063 0.103 0.044 0.605 0.546 
Org Size -0.069 0.046 -0.110 -1.493 0.139 
Professional Level -0.121 0.092 -0.115 -1.315 0.192 
Job Status 0.229 0.169 0.103 1.352 0.179 
Compensation 0.059 0.195 0.027 0.300 0.765 
Education Level 0.045 0.059 0.058 0.758 0.450 
TENxPOF 0.003 0.008 0.137 0.349 0.728 
GX 
(Constant) 2.780 0.780  3.563 0.001 
POFit 0.306 0.084 0.407 3.641 0.000 
Tenure -0.119 0.041 -0.784 -2.886 0.005 
Gender 0.342 0.149 0.163 2.299 0.023 
Race -0.041 0.063 -0.048 -0.654 0.514 
Workforce Sector 0.052 0.119 0.035 0.439 0.662 
Org Size 0.014 0.046 0.023 0.314 0.754 
Professional Level 0.100 0.085 0.108 1.175 0.243 
Job Status 0.127 0.203 0.047 0.624 0.534 
Compensation -0.112 0.184 -0.057 -0.609 0.544 
Education Level -0.107 0.065 -0.143 -1.651 0.102 
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TENxPOF 0.020 0.007 0.795 2.749 0.007 
ML 
(Constant) 1.542 0.771  2.000 0.048 
POFit 0.308 0.090 0.414 3.423 0.001 
Tenure -0.142 0.073 -0.666 -1.944 0.054 
Gender 0.172 0.124 0.102 1.383 0.169 
Race 0.023 0.046 0.035 0.500 0.618 
Workforce Sector -0.034 0.101 -0.023 -0.334 0.739 
Org Size -0.085 0.044 -0.133 -1.920 0.057 
Professional Level -0.055 0.074 -0.060 -0.737 0.463 
Job Status 0.476 0.177 0.185 2.685 0.008 
Compensation 0.172 0.161 0.087 1.069 0.287 
Education Level -0.043 0.051 -0.066 -0.839 0.403 
TENxPOF 0.028 0.012 0.811 2.255 0.026 









Gen Cohort Education Level Gender Org Size Tenure Race P-O fit Prof Level 
Work 









Education Level 1.000 -0.023 -0.142 -0.264 -0.043 -0.303 -0.079 -0.253 -0.054 -0.170 0.255 
Gender -0.023 1.000 -0.070 0.074 0.185 0.079 0.103 -0.278 0.198 -0.018 -0.062 
Org Size -0.142 -0.070 1.000 -0.100 -0.160 0.042 0.088 0.085 -0.205 0.036 0.127 
Tenure -0.264 0.074 -0.100 1.000 -0.028 0.834 0.049 0.060 0.188 0.019 -0.981 
Race -0.043 0.185 -0.160 -0.028 1.000 0.007 0.001 -0.070 0.165 -0.139 -0.007 
P-O fit -0.303 0.079 0.042 0.834 0.007 1.000 0.089 0.043 0.252 -0.030 -0.846 
Prof Level -0.079 0.103 0.088 0.049 0.001 0.089 1.000 -0.055 -0.046 -0.555 -0.068 
Work Sector -0.253 -0.278 0.085 0.060 -0.070 0.043 -0.055 1.000 0.061 0.131 -0.072 
Job Status -0.054 0.198 -0.205 0.188 0.165 0.252 -0.046 0.061 1.000 -0.151 -0.227 
Compensation -0.170 -0.018 0.036 0.019 -0.139 -0.030 -0.555 0.131 -0.151 1.000 -0.027 








Education Level 0.004 0.000 0.000 -0.001 0.000 -0.002 0.000 -0.002 -0.001 -0.002 0.000 
Gender 0.000 0.024 -0.001 0.001 0.003 0.001 0.001 -0.004 0.005 -0.001 -7.673E-05 
Org Size 0.000 -0.001 0.002 0.000 -0.001 0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.002 0.000 4.720E-05 
Tenure -0.001 0.001 0.000 0.002 0.000 0.004 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.000 
Race 0.000 0.003 -0.001 0.000 0.010 7.413E-05 1.069E-05 -0.001 0.003 -0.003 -5.411E-06 
P-O fit -0.002 0.001 0.000 0.004 7.413E-05 0.012 0.001 0.000 0.005 -0.001 -0.001 
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Prof Level 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.000 1.069E-05 0.001 0.008 -0.001 -0.001 -0.010 -5.019E-05 
Work Sector -0.002 -0.004 0.000 0.000 -0.001 0.000 -0.001 0.011 0.001 0.003 -5.899E-05 
Job Status -0.001 0.005 -0.002 0.001 0.003 0.005 -0.001 0.001 0.029 -0.005 0.000 
Compensation -0.002 -0.001 0.000 0.000 -0.003 -0.001 -0.010 0.003 -0.005 0.038 -4.163E-05 









Education Level 1.000 0.143 -0.009 0.085 0.049 0.078 -0.227 -0.417 -0.071 -0.259 -0.077 
Gender 0.143 1.000 0.121 0.007 -0.012 0.099 0.062 -0.147 -0.035 -0.071 -0.046 
Org Size -0.009 0.121 1.000 -0.151 0.070 -0.090 0.150 0.051 -0.072 -0.164 0.096 
Tenure 0.085 0.007 -0.151 1.000 -0.001 0.748 0.127 -0.105 -0.163 0.048 -0.965 
Race 0.049 -0.012 0.070 -0.001 1.000 0.073 0.018 -0.146 0.257 -0.080 0.015 
P-O fit 0.078 0.099 -0.090 0.748 0.073 1.000 0.077 -0.024 -0.162 0.064 -0.779 
Prof Level -0.227 0.062 0.150 0.127 0.018 0.077 1.000 0.246 -0.138 -0.474 -0.140 
Work Sector -0.417 -0.147 0.051 -0.105 -0.146 -0.024 0.246 1.000 0.096 -0.086 0.106 
Job Status -0.071 -0.035 -0.072 -0.163 0.257 -0.162 -0.138 0.096 1.000 -0.080 0.177 
Compensation -0.259 -0.071 -0.164 0.048 -0.080 0.064 -0.474 -0.086 -0.080 1.000 -0.088 








Education Level 0.004 0.001 -2.818E-05 0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.001 -0.003 -0.001 -0.003 -3.610E-05 
Gender 0.001 0.022 0.001 4.300E-05 0.000 0.001 0.001 -0.003 -0.001 -0.002 -4.944E-05 
Org Size -2.818E-05 0.001 0.002 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.000 -0.001 -0.001 3.196E-05 
Tenure 0.000 4.300E-05 0.000 0.002 -2.680E-06 0.003 0.000 -0.001 -0.001 0.000 0.000 
Race 0.000 0.000 0.000 -2.680E-06 0.004 0.000 9.432E-05 -0.001 0.003 -0.001 6.771E-06 
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P-O fit 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.003 0.000 0.007 0.001 0.000 -0.003 0.001 0.000 
Prof Level -0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 9.432E-05 0.001 0.007 0.002 -0.002 -0.007 -8.626E-05 
Work Sector -0.003 -0.003 0.000 -0.001 -0.001 0.000 0.002 0.014 0.002 -0.002 9.128E-05 
Job Status -0.001 -0.001 -0.001 -0.001 0.003 -0.003 -0.002 0.002 0.041 -0.003 0.000 
Compensation -0.003 -0.002 -0.001 0.000 -0.001 0.001 -0.007 -0.002 -0.003 0.034 0.000 









Education Level 1.000 -0.122 -0.125 -0.037 -0.058 -0.035 -0.246 -0.072 0.044 -0.297 0.010 
Gender -0.122 1.000 0.132 -0.197 -0.049 -0.038 -0.140 -0.155 0.085 0.160 0.131 
Org Size -0.125 0.132 1.000 -0.103 -0.133 -0.042 0.124 0.049 -0.030 -0.072 0.082 
Tenure -0.037 -0.197 -0.103 1.000 -0.150 0.802 0.079 0.069 -0.052 -0.005 -0.977 
Race -0.058 -0.049 -0.133 -0.150 1.000 -0.162 -0.016 -0.046 -0.104 0.125 0.185 
P-O fit -0.035 -0.038 -0.042 0.802 -0.162 1.000 -0.016 0.014 0.016 0.014 -0.829 
Prof Level -0.246 -0.140 0.124 0.079 -0.016 -0.016 1.000 0.270 -0.094 -0.362 -0.052 
Work Sector -0.072 -0.155 0.049 0.069 -0.046 0.014 0.270 1.000 0.061 -0.099 -0.068 
Job Status 0.044 0.085 -0.030 -0.052 -0.104 0.016 -0.094 0.061 1.000 -0.124 0.053 
Compensation -0.297 0.160 -0.072 -0.005 0.125 0.014 -0.362 -0.099 -0.124 1.000 -0.018 








Education Level 0.003 -0.001 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.001 0.000 0.000 -0.002 6.616E-06 
Gender -0.001 0.015 0.001 -0.002 0.000 0.000 -0.001 -0.002 0.002 0.003 0.000 
Org Size 0.000 0.001 0.002 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.001 4.472E-05 
Tenure 0.000 -0.002 0.000 0.005 -0.001 0.005 0.000 0.001 -0.001 -5.439E-05 0.001 
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Race 0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.001 0.002 -0.001 -5.596E-05 0.000 -0.001 0.001 0.000 
P-O fit 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.005 -0.001 0.008 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.001 
Prof Level -0.001 -0.001 0.000 0.000 -5.596E-05 0.000 0.006 0.002 -0.001 -0.004 -4.831E-05 
Work Sector 0.000 -0.002 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.002 0.010 0.001 -0.002 -8.469E-05 
Job Status 0.000 0.002 0.000 -0.001 -0.001 0.000 -0.001 0.001 0.031 -0.004 0.000 
Compensation -0.002 0.003 -0.001 -5.439E-05 0.001 0.000 -0.004 -0.002 -0.004 0.026 -3.656E-05 
TENxPOF 6.616E-06 0.000 4.472E-05 -0.001 0.000 0.001 -4.831E-05 -8.469E-05 0.000 -3.656E-05 0.000 
 


















1 10.021 1.000 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
2 0.707 3.765 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
3 0.292 5.855 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.01 0.33 0.18 0.00 0.01 0.01 
4 0.289 5.893 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.14 0.21 0.06 0.11 0.00 0.01 0.00 
5 0.224 6.688 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.70 0.06 0.15 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 
6 0.165 7.799 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.01 0.04 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.62 
7 0.133 8.669 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.49 0.13 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.23 
8 0.064 12.543 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.62 0.03 0.14 0.03 0.06 0.01 0.02 0.03 
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9 0.050 14.136 0.00 0.05 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.06 0.39 0.02 0.60 0.00 
10 0.040 15.733 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.18 0.03 0.22 0.34 0.02 
11 0.013 28.233 0.11 0.04 0.17 0.19 0.16 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.50 0.00 0.01 
12 0.003 61.558 0.87 0.84 0.79 0.77 0.06 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.25 0.00 0.07 
GX 
1 10.124 1.000 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
2 0.624 4.026 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.08 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
3 0.362 5.288 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.44 0.01 0.01 0.06 0.00 0.01 0.02 
4 0.250 6.365 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.09 0.01 0.34 0.14 0.00 0.01 0.02 
5 0.207 6.994 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.19 0.34 0.14 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.05 
6 0.169 7.731 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.21 0.05 0.03 0.27 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.10 
7 0.091 10.563 0.00 0.08 0.01 0.01 0.33 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.09 0.00 0.02 0.03 
8 0.073 11.772 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.13 0.01 0.53 0.00 0.25 0.00 0.00 0.68 
9 0.046 14.783 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.01 0.01 0.07 0.38 0.00 0.92 0.08 
10 0.040 15.921 0.02 0.04 0.08 0.11 0.22 0.01 0.02 0.08 0.00 0.09 0.04 0.00 
11 0.008 35.417 0.06 0.33 0.48 0.46 0.00 0.05 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.67 0.01 0.01 
12 0.005 46.089 0.91 0.53 0.41 0.40 0.04 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.23 0.00 0.00 
ML 
1 10.027 1.000 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
2 0.610 4.054 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.21 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
3 0.384 5.108 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.37 0.01 0.01 0.13 0.00 0.01 0.03 
4 0.270 6.090 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.27 0.28 0.02 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.02 
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5 0.238 6.496 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.04 0.08 0.71 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 
6 0.143 8.375 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.09 0.00 0.06 0.01 0.00 0.68 
7 0.119 9.189 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.61 0.03 0.12 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.04 0.04 
8 0.093 10.405 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.38 0.15 0.54 0.01 0.02 0.10 
9 0.065 12.424 0.00 0.07 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.03 0.09 0.00 0.57 0.08 
10 0.039 16.037 0.02 0.05 0.01 0.03 0.24 0.02 0.00 0.04 0.03 0.13 0.35 0.05 
11 0.008 34.548 0.26 0.05 0.18 0.19 0.09 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.75 0.00 0.00 
12 0.003 53.983 0.72 0.80 0.78 0.76 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.09 0.00 0.00 





Standard Multiple Regression Data – Hypotheses H3a, H3b, H3c Robustness Checks (continued) 
Residuals Statisticsa 




2.0717 6.0541 4.9266 0.78753 109 
Residual -1.92911 2.42076 0.00000 0.67668 109 
Std. Predicted 
Value 
-3.625 1.432 0.000 1.000 109 




2.2042 6.3158 5.0006 0.70514 120 
Residual -1.53201 2.81472 0.00000 0.69476 120 
Std. Predicted 
Value 
-3.966 1.865 0.000 1.000 120 




2.8191 6.0356 4.7206 0.68161 131 
Residual -1.61076 2.09175 0.00000 0.70894 131 
Std. Predicted 
Value 
-2.790 1.929 0.000 1.000 131 
Std. Residual -2.174 2.823 0.000 0.957 131 







Standard Multiple Regression Data – Hypotheses H4 Robustness Checks  
 
Model Summaryb 
R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error of the 
Estimate 
.689a 0.475 0.459 0.74104 
a. Predictors: (Constant), Tenure, P-O fit, TENxPOF, Education Level, Gender, Org Size, Race, Job 
Status, Professional Level, Workforce Sector, Compensation 
b. Dependent Variable: OC 
 
ANOVAa 




Regression 172.981 11 15.726 28.637 .000b 
Residual 191.101 348 0.549 
  
Total 364.082 359 
   
a. Dependent Variable: OC 
b. Predictors: (Constant), Tenure, P-O fit, TENxPOF, Education Level, Gender, Org Size, Race, Job 
Status, Professional Level, Workforce Sector, Compensation 
Coefficientsa 
Gen Cohort 
Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized 
Coefficients t Sig. 
B Std. Error Beta 
BB 
(Constant) 1.998 0.451  4.426 0.000 
P-O fit 0.397 0.049 0.512 8.032 0.000 
Tenure -0.077 0.026 -0.515 -2.927 0.004 
Gender  0.135 0.076 0.072 1.772 0.077 
Race -0.012 0.033 -0.015 -0.378 0.705 
Work Sector 0.000 0.060 0.000 0.005 0.996 
Org Size -0.048 0.026 -0.075 -1.852 0.065 
Prof Level -0.027 0.047 -0.029 -0.585 0.559 
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Job Status 0.243 0.101 0.099 2.402 0.017 
Compensation 0.035 0.101 0.017 0.341 0.733 
Education Level -0.025 0.032 -0.035 -0.783 0.434 
TENxPOF 0.014 0.005 0.568 3.073 0.002 











Level Gender  Race Org Size TENxPOF Job Status 
Work 











1.000 -0.048 -0.029 -0.100 0.056 0.005 -0.225 -0.078 -0.207 -0.249 -0.059 
Gender -0.048 1.000 0.032 0.059 0.010 0.114 -0.156 0.046 0.008 0.066 -0.029 
Race -0.029 0.032 1.000 -0.039 0.053 0.032 -0.075 0.001 -0.021 0.006 -0.042 
Org Size -0.100 0.059 -0.039 1.000 0.140 -0.105 0.074 -0.061 0.128 -0.072 -0.149 
TENxPOF 0.056 0.010 0.053 0.140 1.000 -0.004 -0.012 -0.785 -0.071 -0.078 -0.974 
Job Status 0.005 0.114 0.032 -0.105 -0.004 1.000 0.083 0.046 -0.118 -0.101 -0.007 
Work Sector -0.225 -0.156 -0.075 0.074 -0.012 0.083 1.000 0.014 0.183 -0.045 0.005 
P-O fit -0.078 0.046 0.001 -0.061 -0.785 0.046 0.014 1.000 0.027 0.049 0.761 
Prof Level -0.207 0.008 -0.021 0.128 -0.071 -0.118 0.183 0.027 1.000 -0.449 0.065 
Comp -0.249 0.066 0.006 -0.072 -0.078 -0.101 -0.045 0.049 -0.449 1.000 0.051 










0.001 0.000 -3.064E-05 -8.322E-05 8.292E-06 1.481E-05 0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.001 -5.009E-05 
Gender 0.000 0.006 7.942E-05 0.000 3.384E-06 0.001 -0.001 0.000 2.857E-05 0.001 -5.830E-05 
Race -3.064E-05 7.942E-05 0.001 -3.298E-05 7.921E-06 0.000 0.000 2.073E-06 -3.246E-05 2.093E-05 -3.602E-05 
Org Size -8.322E-05 0.000 -3.298E-05 0.001 1.642E-05 0.000 0.000 -7.807E-05 0.000 0.000 0.000 
TENxPOF 8.292E-06 3.384E-06 7.921E-06 1.642E-05 2.077E-05 -1.914E-06 -3.262E-06 0.000 -1.523E-05 -3.611E-05 0.000 
Job Status 1.481E-05 0.001 0.000 0.000 -1.914E-06 0.010 0.001 0.000 -0.001 -0.001 -1.813E-05 
Work Sector 0.000 -0.001 0.000 0.000 -3.262E-06 0.001 0.004 4.208E-05 0.001 0.000 8.001E-06 
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P-O fit 0.000 0.000 2.073E-06 -7.807E-05 0.000 0.000 4.208E-05 0.002 6.359E-05 0.000 0.001 
Prof Level 0.000 2.857E-05 -3.246E-05 0.000 -1.523E-05 -0.001 0.001 6.359E-05 0.002 -0.002 8.044E-05 
Comp -0.001 0.001 2.093E-05 0.000 -3.611E-05 -0.001 0.000 0.000 -0.002 0.010 0.000 
Tenure -5.009E-05 -5.830E-05 -3.602E-05 0.000 0.000 -1.813E-05 8.001E-06 0.001 8.044E-05 0.000 0.001 
a. Dependent Variable: OC 
Collinearity Diagnosticsa 
ALL 













1 9.955 1.000 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
2 0.668 3.859 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.06 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
3 0.361 5.248 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.73 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.01 0.02 
4 0.287 5.891 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.18 0.11 0.11 0.22 0.00 0.01 0.01 
5 0.249 6.317 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.20 0.59 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 
6 0.158 7.926 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.11 0.00 0.16 0.05 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.41 
7 0.110 9.494 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.18 0.00 0.47 0.04 0.19 0.00 0.01 0.47 
8 0.093 10.320 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.01 0.41 0.00 0.01 0.06 0.20 0.01 0.01 0.01 
9 0.059 12.945 0.00 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.05 0.30 0.01 0.69 0.03 
10 0.042 15.395 0.02 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.14 0.02 0.00 0.08 0.01 0.15 0.26 0.02 
11 0.011 30.227 0.12 0.12 0.31 0.32 0.06 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.62 0.00 0.00 
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12 0.004 47.838 0.85 0.71 0.62 0.60 0.04 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.21 0.01 0.00 




Standard Multiple Regression Data – Hypotheses H4 Robustness Checks (continued) 
 
Residuals Statisticsa 
 Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation N 
Predicted Value 1.9292 6.2550 4.8763 0.69415 360 
Residual -2.14970 3.06125 0.00000 0.72960 360 
Std. Predicted Value -4.246 1.986 0.000 1.000 360 
Std. Residual -2.901 4.131 0.000 0.985 360 






9 Appendix D 
Table 25.  
Equality of P-O fit Means – All Generational Cohorts – Hypothesis H5 
Descriptives – P-O fit Means 











BB 109 5.6009 1.25283 0.12000 5.3631 5.8388 1.00 7.00 
GX 120 5.6271 1.31531 0.12007 5.3893 5.8648 1.25 7.00 
ML 131 5.6011 1.32461 0.11573 5.3722 5.8301 1.00 7.00 




 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
POFit 360 5.6097 1.29660 0.06834 










95% Confidence Interval of 
the Difference 
Lower Upper 
P-O fit 0.000 359 1.000 0.00002 -0.1344 0.1344 




D-1 Equality of P-O fit Means – All Generational Cohorts – Hypothesis H5 (continued) 
 
Post Hoc Tests 
 
Multiple Comparisons 
Dependent Variable:  P-O fit     
Tukey HSD      
(I) All Cohorts 
Mean Difference 
(I-J) 
Std. Error Sig. 
95% Confidence Interval 
Lower Bound Upper Bound 
BB 
GX -0.02617 0.17203 0.987 -0.4311 0.3787 
ML -0.00023 0.16856 1.000 -0.3969 0.3965 
GX 
BB 0.02617 0.17203 0.987 -0.3787 0.4311 
ML 0.02594 0.16429 0.986 -0.3607 0.4126 
ML 
BB 0.00023 0.16856 1.000 -0.3965 0.3969 







Tukey HSDa,b   
All Cohorts N 
Subset for alpha = 0.05 
1 
BB 109 5.6009 
ML 131 5.6011 
GX 120 5.6271 
Sig.  0.987 
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed. 
a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 119.326. 
 
 158 
b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of the group sizes is used. Type I error levels are not 
guaranteed. 
 
